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FOREWORD 


It is with reluctance that I place tliis material b "ore Synod. However t! 
issu involved in the case are of such importance foi the welfare of Synod at ’ 
for t' conduct of its foreign missions that silence on my part would he repre¬ 
hensible. It is, therefore, a call of duty that leads me to publish this appeal 
together with a history of the case. 

The material up to September, 1933, was ready for the press early last 
S ember, but was withheld when a possibility of still composing the difference 
loomed on the horizon. Since then an appeal of the Officials of the South Wis¬ 
consin District l the Hoard of Foreign Missions for a reopening of the case has 
been rejected, and other negotiations (January 30, 1331) by these Officials have 
only issued in further unjust stipulations on the part of the Board. Repeated 
negotiations of the Officials of the South Wisconsin District, and of other breth¬ 
ren, with President Pfotcnhauer have likewise failed to bring about a reopening 
of the case as recommended unanimously by the Fiduciary Con millce which 
had studied the case in May, 1933. Under these circumstanei tlici . i- no course 
open to me except the third step according to Matthew 18, 15-17, vl . to “ • 11 it 
unto the church”. 


The church is the believers. All powers given by Christ t 
given to all believers. Matthew 1C, 15-19; 18, 17-20; John 
21-23. The believers, judging on the basis of the Ser> 
court of appeal in all matters touching tlm doctrine, t' 
istration of the church. Matth. 7, 15-1G; John 10. 5; 

1 John 4, 1. Example of early church, Acts G I 
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the appeal to the attention of their congregations for a proper consider;!, 
before the next synodical convention in 1935. , 
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Additional copies of this “Appeal” may be procured from me. Across 
2902 Charles Street, Racine, Wisconsin. 

A complete statement of my position on prayer-fellowsh: 
of other denominations, which involves a Scriptural challenge 
of Synod’s position on the matter, will be submitted in the m 
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Racine, Wisconsin, April 23, 1934. 
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APPEAL TO SYNOD 


The Evangelical Lutheran Synod of Missouri, Ohio, and other States, 

In care of the Kev. F. Pfotenhauer, D.I)., President, 

449 W. 61st Place, 

Chicago, Illinois. 

Esteemed Brethren in Christ: 

Your Board of Foreign Missions, together with its General Secretary, by 
resolutions passed on October 12, 1932, has in a very unfair and unjust manher, 
without having proved me guilty of unscriptural doctrine and practice, dismissed 
me from mission service, and has thereby violated the divine call to India which 
you, in 1923, had extended to me through the Board as your representative, and 
has also undertaken to prevent my being called to any ‘ministerial office, pulpit 
or otherwise, in the Synodical Conference”. 

Your Board of Foreign Missions, together with its General Secretary, had 
agreed to have a Fiduciary Committee, consisting of Prof. Thco. Laetsch, Dr. 
W. II. T. Dau, and President' II. Daib, review the case a a neutral body. While 
this Fiduciary Committee, in its official report, 1 ad declared itself ‘‘unanimous 
in the conviction that in the important issue that has been created, a fraternal 
discussion of the points in the controversy should he continued,” your Board of 
Foreign Missions, together with its General Secretary, has nevertheless flatly 
rej ted the opinion and the recommendation of the above-mentioned Fiduciary 
Committee, and has refused to reopen the case, giving no other reason than the 
purely subjective opinion that further negotiations would be unpromisin . 

Your Board of Foreign Missions, together with its General Secretary, has 
also rejected the urgent plea of the Officials of the South Wisconsin District for 
a reopening of the case, and has continued to make unjust stipulations for 
traction. 

Your President has counselled the Board of Foreii Missions and its Gen¬ 
eral Secretary to reject the recommendation of the Fit iary Committee, and at 
the same tune has refused to discuss with me the inji ice of the Board’s pro¬ 
cedure against me. Though repeatedly approached by Dish let Officials and 
other brethren, your President lias consistently declined to act in the inten t 
of just procedure. Not only so, ho has declared me unrecominendable or in¬ 
eligible for a cal! before the College of Presidents, thereby violating the By-Laws 
of the Synodical Constitution [where the right to declare a called minister of the 
gospel unrecommcndable or ineligible for office is granted to the Di : riel Of¬ 
ficials only (Synodical Handbook, p. 27, E; also p. 9, par. 8), and where the 
President's executive power is definitely limited to such cases where “he 1m : b n 
expressly invested with such power for such specific purpose” (Synodical Hand¬ 
book, p. 19, par. 4; also p. 6, Constitution, Art. XI, par. 1.)], and has thereby 
created unjust and harmful prejudice against me. 

My Christian duly, according to Matthew 18, 15-17, requires that after 
having tried in vain, myself and through others, to lead tho Board of Foreign 
Missions and its General Secretary, as also the President of Synod, to sec tho 
wrong and injustice of their action against me, I now "tell it to the church". 

The issue involved in the present case concerns not only Christian procedure, 
but also Scriptural doctrine and practice in Synod. This makes it impossible for 
me to make use of a Synodical Committee such ns was provided by Synod in 
1932 (Proceedings, 1932, p. 1C7), because doctrine and practice of Synod cannot 
be determined for, and in the name of. Synod, by a Synodical Committee ap¬ 
pointed by the President of Synod, and from the decision of which there can be 
no appeal to Synod itself (Biding that no appeal is possible made by the Presi¬ 
dent of Synod under date of Aug. 14, 1933), but must be determined by the 
church, i. c. by Synod itself (Wallher, Kirche u. Amt, 4th ed., 1891, pp. 398-121). 

I am thus debarred, on sound Scriptural ground and on good Lutheran principle, 
from making use of such a Synodical Committee for a more rapid adjudication 
of the case. 

Therefore, I herewith appeal my entire case to you, the members of Synod, 
as the church, for final review and adjudication, praying you, as Christian breth¬ 
ren, to decide the issue on the basis of the Scriptures rather than on tradition 
(Synodical Handbook', p. 5, Art. VIII C), to right the injustice done by your 
Board and its General Secretary, as also by your President, and to lead l\iem to 
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acknowledge their guilt, or to prove me guilty of misunderstanding and misde- 
nu .mor in the points involved in the controversy (Synodical Handbook, p. 2, 
Art. Ill, par. 8). 

A history of the case to date, with specific charges. against your Hoard of 
Foreigi issions and its General Secretary, as also against your President, and 
a statement of the Scriptural basis for my position on Christian prayer-fellow¬ 
ship, will be sent to the President, of Synod and to all pastors and congregations 
of Synod in the near future to allow ample time for a discussion of the material 
before the next synodical convention in 1935. 

Yours in Christ, 

ADOLl’lI A. HRTJX. 

Racine, Wisconsin, April 23, 1931. 

CHARGES AGAINST THE HOARD OP l'OKi.IGN MISSIONS AND ITS 
GENERAL SECRETARY, THE REV. F. 1SHAND, D.D. 

On the basis of the subjoined history of the case, which is mainly a history 
of the procedure adopted against me by your Hoard of Foreign Missions and its 
General Secretary, I submit briefly the following facts as constituting grave 
charges ngainst them. 

1. The important document of March 10, 1932, with covering letter of 
March 11, 1932, in which I had set forth that my position on prayer-fellowship 
with Christians of other denominations is in perfect keeping with fundamental 
principles officio!ly hold by Synod and stated in Dr. Walther’s theses of 18G8, 

(L. u. W., 18GS, pp. 318, 319), while the current theory and practice of Synod 
constitutes an inconsistent in the application of these principles, was ignored, 
was never taken up for di ussion in our meetings, and is left unanswered to this 
day. (History, pp. 8, 9, 18, 21.) 

2. The ouster resolution of May 1G, 1932, which grossly distorts my posi¬ 
tion, was framed and passed without a proper study of my paper, on the basis 
of one-sided, and therefore unfair, excerpts made and presented by Dr. Hrand. 
(History, pp. 8, 9.) 

3. My protest of July 11 against the misrepresentation of my position in 
the resolution of May 1G, 1932, was never replied to. (History, pp. 10-11.) 

4. The written refutation of my paper, which was requested in the meeting 
of the Plenary Hoard in Milwaukee on June 14, 1932, was not given. (History, 
PP- Os, 12, 15.) 

5. The first official statement of the Hoard on Rom. 1G, 17. 18, found in the 
Minutes of the meeting of the Plenary Hoard of Oct. 11, 1932, was given four 
months after the resolution of May 1G, 1932, had already been passed by the St. 
Louis Hoard. History, p. 13.) 

6. This first official statement of the Hoard on Rom. 1G, 17. 18 was not 
given as a fraternal presentation of its understanding of the Scriptures, but 
came backed by an ultimatum passed on Oct. 12, 1932, which peremptorily de¬ 
clared my dismissal, if I would not recant, thus announcing the Hoard's unwill¬ 
ingness to consider further evidence, Scrintural or otherwise, that 1 might feel 
duty-bound to bring to their attention. (History, p. 13.) 

7. While in the meeting of October 11, 1932, Rom. 1G, 17. 18 was quite 
thoroughly discussed, a discussion of the other I’ihle passages was refused. (His¬ 
tory, pp. 12s.) 

8. The resolutions of Oct. 12, 1932, fail to specify the charge properly, but ^ 
generalize the charge into a vague departure from the “accepted Scriptural 
position of our Synod”, without defining what, in the mind of the Hoard, that 
position is, c. g. whether or not it forbids private prayer-fellowship, whether or 
not it definitely excludes prayer at so-called “free” conferences with Ohio, Iowa, 
etc., and the like. A charge is made, hut the principal term of the charge 
(accepted Scriptural position of our Synod) is not defined, and the nature of the v 
departure therefore not made specific. (History, p. 13.) 

9. The resolutions do not charge violation of the Scriptures, hut violation of j 
the accepted Scriptural position of Synod, i. c. violation of the accepted interpreta¬ 
tion and application of the Scriptures, and thereby place human interpretation 
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and agreement on such interjH'ctali above the Scripturos themselves. (History, 
pp. 13s, 21-23.) 

10. The resolutions aim to deprive me of my divine call to India on the 
ground of departing from the “accepted Scriptural position of our Synod", yet 
fail to mention a single Hible passage allegedly violated by me. (History, p. 13.) 

11. In lieu of Scripture proof, the resolutions adduce as proof positive my 
guilt and as warrant for my dismissal merely the Board’s own admitted l lure 
to bring convincing proof (“since our long continued efforts to convince him of 
the error of his position have been unavailing”). (History, p. 13.) 

12. . My communication of October 29, 1932, in which I set forth the unten- 
ability of the Board’s interpretation of Horn. 1G, 17. 18 as found in the minutes 
of the Board meeting of October 11, was ignored. (History, pp. 13-15.) 

13. My protest against being judged by the accepted position of Synod 
rather than by the Scriptures alone, contained in my communication of October 
29, 1932, was ignored. (History, pp. 13-15.) 

14. The proposals made in my communication of Nov. 5, 1932, were rejected 
without giving a proper reason, or making a reasonable counter-proposal. 
(History, p. 14.) 

15. The protests of many brethren were ignored, inasmuch as no attempt 
was made by the Board and its General Secretary to deal with the protesting 
brethren before putting the protested resolution into effect, and a fundamental 
principle in cases of church discipline was thus vir.lated. (History, p. 15.) 

1G. The fair and just pleas contained in my communication of Dec. 8, 1932, 
were rejected. (History, pp. 15-17, 19.) 

17. The letter of December 8, 1932, from the Board and its General Secre¬ 
tary, concerning publication of notice of my suspension from office, constitutes 
an over-stepping of the authority conferred on the Board and its General Secre¬ 
tary by Synod, and an infringement on the power of the District President. 
(History, pp. 17, 20s.) 

18. The Board and its General Secretary, in their “Statement” of Dec. 8, 
1932, to the protesting brethren, misrepresented their own efforts to understand 
and refute my position, and misrepresented the point of controversy. (History, 
pp. 18, 19.) 

19. The Board and its General Secretary, in the “Second Statement’’, issued 
under date of March 27, 1933, by declaring “We are not willing to admit that one 

■I has to read his essay in order to establish whether his doctrinal position is i 'it 
or wrong”, espouses a most unfair and unjust principle for judging a broil ’s 
doctrinal and practical position. (History, pp. 21s.) 

20. The Board and its General Secretary consumed an inordinate and 
unwarranted amount of time in procuring their representative on the Confidential 
Committee, and again in giving a reply after receipt of the Confidcnlal Com¬ 
mittee’s report. (History, pp. 21, 24.) 

21. The Board and its General Secretary rejected the unanimous recom¬ 
mendation of the Confidential Committee, which obviously was based on the 
requirements of fairness and justice, for an utterly inadequate and improper 
reason, viz. the wholly subjective opinion that they deem further negotiations to 

/ be “unpromising”. (History, p. 24.) 

22. The Board and its General Secretary, by cancelling my call to India, 
are interfering with a divine call, because a divine call can be declared void only 

' on positive proof of unscriptural doctrine or faulty life, neither of which has been 
proved. (History, pp. 24s.) 

23. The Board and its General Secretary rejected the overture of the 
Officials of the South Wisconsin District for reopening of the case on the im¬ 
proper idea that the case "no longer belong , before our forum”, on the wrongly 
alleged ground of having dealt “sufficiently patiently, frequently, and untiringly”, 
and on the unproved assumption that my position is “error”, and did so in spite 
of the fact that two members of the Board were for a re-opening. (History, pp. 
20s.) 

24. Though the members of the Board of Foreign Missions are themselves 
not of one mind on Rom. 1G, 17. 18 and other relevant Bible passages, the Board 
and its General Secretary have nevertheless refused to do what Christian fairness 
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and justice clearly require in such a situation, viz. rescind the ouster-resolution 
of Oct. 12, 1932, but on the contrary have continued to make unfair stipulations 
for retraction. (History, pp. 29-31.) 

CHANGES AGAINST THE PRESIDENT OF SYNOD. 

1. The President of Synod counselled the Hoard of Foreign Missions to 
roject the rcconimen lation of the Fiduciary Committee and thereby violated the 
most obvious requirements of Christian fairness and justice. (History, p. 2G.) 

2. The President of Synod has refused to discuss with me the injustice of 
the Board’s procedure against me. (History, p. 2*1.) 

3. The President of Synod, when approached by other brethren, has 
repeatedly declined to act in the interest of just iroccdure. (History, pp. 26, 27.) 

4. The President of Synod, by declaring n urn mendable or ineligible 
for office before the College of Presidents before the case had been submitted to 
the Officials of the South Wisconsin District, has violated the Synodical Constitu¬ 
tion and its By-Laws (Synodical Handbook, p. 6, Art. XI, par. 1; p. 19, par. -1), 
which confer authority to declare a pastor unrecommendable or ineligible on the 
Distri . Presidents only (Synodical Handbook, p. 27 E; also p. 9, par. 8), and has 
thereby unjustly created harmful prejudice against me. (History, p. 21.) 

HISTORY OF THE CASE 

At the 125th meeting of the Northern District (now Ambur District) 
Conference, India, held in Vaniyambadi from Jan. 21-30, 192*1, I was requested by 
Conference, after an informal discussion of prayer-fellowship with Christians of 
other denominations had revealed divided opinion, to write a conference paper on 
"prayer, paying special attention to ‘union ’ pra yer” (Minutes, 125th N. D. C., 
p. 21). This paper, entitled “Christian Prayer and Unionism”, was read at the 
next conference in Krishnagiri, April 22-25, 1924. It set forth what a careful 
study of all pertinent Bible passages had led me to see and believe, viz. that our, 
current theory and practice respecting prayer-fellowship with Christians of other 
denominations goes beyond what a sound interpretation of these Bible passages 
warrants and is, therefore, to the extent to which this is the case, unscriptural, 
“Cited Scripture passages and deductions made therefrom were discussed at 
great length. It was finally resolved that on account of differing interpretations 
of Scripture, and a full agreement not being reached in this session, Brother 
Blaess be asked to write an essay on the s: me topic, and both essays be presented 
for discussion at the next conference.” (Minutes, 126th N. 1). 0., p. 1). This 
was done at the following conference, July 29-Aug. 1, 192-1, “The whole of 
Wednesday morning was devoted to this subject. Brother Blaess read his essay, 
also portions of Brother Brux’ essay were read. The subject was thrown open 
for discussion. However, time did not permit their being fully discussed, and it 
was resolved to take them up again at the October conference. In the meantime 
each member of Conference is to read over both essays carefully, weigh the 
evidence, communicate his decision to the secretary, wdio is held to forward them 
to Brother Brux, as early as possible.” (Minutes, 127th N. D. C., p. 1). Under 
date of Aug. 17, 1924, Brother Blaess submitted to me a copy of his essay for 
rebuttal. My rejoinder was circulated among the brethren. At the October 
conference, 1924, Brother Blaess withdrew his paper, but he was still retained as 
leader in the discussion which was to be continued at the next conference in 
February, 1925. At this meeting the discussion was concluded. “It was resolved 
that Brother Brux put it (the paper) into its final form, and each member add 
his remarks, when it is to be sent to the Hon. Board.” (Minutes, 129th N. D. C., 
p. 26.) 

This is, briefly, the origin of the present controversy. The subject was 
assigned to me for study by Conference; I searched the Scriptures in regard to it; 

I set down my findings in the paper; I defended these findings on the basis of the 
Scriptures; I was not shown that these findings were wrong. 

The essay was ready to be sent to the Board in May, 1925. Since it was to be 
submitted to the Board together with the remarks of the brethren, 1 circulated 
the essay among them under date of May 30, 1925. Only two brethren responded. 
A third, in March, 1927, requested me not to wait longer for his remarks. In the 
meantime, the Caste-Controversy had broken out. When I saiv to what propor- 
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tions this grew, and how much time this controversy demanded of all missionaries, 
and when 1 considered that by submitting my paper to the Board, General 
Conference might ultimately become involved and a second controversy be 
inaugurated, I decided to keep the essay in my files for the time being, at least 
till the Caste-Controversy should be ended, and, if necessary, even till I should 
be home on furlough. So it happened that the paper was not submitted till 1 was 
back on furlough in 1931. 

Soon after my arrival in the States, even before I had submitted the paper 
to the Board, Rev. Boorger, then member-at-large of the Board, was appointed by 
the Board to discuss the subject in controversy with me. I was informed of this 
by the General Secretary, Dr. Brand, in a letter of May 11, 1931. The result of 
J our discussion was that Rev. Boergcr agreed with me on the interpretation of the 
Scripture passages involved. 

Receipt of two copies of my paper was acknowledged by Dr. Brand, under 
date of Aug. 22, 1931. On Aug. 25 1 attended, together with the other mission¬ 
aries on furlough, a meeting of the St. J-ouis Board. Among other things, also 
my paper came up for discussion. Of those present only Dr. Brand, Rev. Bocrger, 
and one of the missionaries had read the essay. My position as set forth in the 
second part of the paper was attacked. I pointed out the necessity of studying 
the Bible passages involved and agreeing on them before discussing the conclu¬ 
sions reached in the second part of my paper. No progress could be made in the 
general discussion, and the Board resolved that Professor Sommer aud Rev. 
Boergcr constitute a committee to discuss the matter with me. 

The first meeting with Professor Sommer and Rev. Boergcr was held i 
Concordia Publishing House on the morning of Aug. 26. A r some discussi 
in which I referred to my paper repeatedly, Professor Sommer suggested that \.c 
discontinue the discussion until he has had an opportunity to read the paper. 

On the evening of Sept. 18 we met for the second time in Hotel 1 Salle, 
Chicago, and discussed the question in general, but made no progress. 1 
out again that there is no use in discussing my position as set forth in l' 
part of my paper until unanimity has been reached on the Scripture jp-s 
discussed in the first pari. 

A third meeting was held on October 10 in Racine, in Rev. Boergi study. 
Some time was spent on a discussion of the Scripture passages involved, 
particularly of Titus 3, 10. 11. Though Prof. Sommer stated that he agrees with 
me regarding the Bible passages, lie nevertheless used Titus 3, 10. 11 in counter¬ 
argument, and when pressed by questions on the basis of Scripture, declared: “1 
^ am not open to instruction in this matter. 1 ceased to be open to instruction from 
the day I took oflice in the ministry.”*Natural!y, no progress could be reported. 

Private correspondence with Dr. Arndt had led mo to believe that a satis¬ 
factory understanding might be reached by a thorough discussion of the matter 
with him in private, and in a letter of Oct. 28 I broached this to him. But before 
we could agree on a definite date, I was invited to attend a meeting of the Plenary 
Board on Nov, 17. 

At this meeting of the Plenary Board my case was discussed in the afternoon 
session. Though I had submitted two copies of my paper to Dr. Brand, one for 
use in St. Louis and one for circulation among the Board members, my paper had 
not been circulated. As a result only Dr. Brand, Prof. Sommer, Rev. Boergcr, 
and Dr. Ylvisaker had read my paper. The rest had to be informed of my 
position then and there. There was much counter-argument, but none that 
showed my position to be untenable on the basis of Scripture. Finally Gal. 1, 8. 9 
was resorted to, to which I replied that it cannot be applied to such as we must 
still regard as Christians. Again there was no progress, no sign of coming 
to a mutual understanding. 

I was personally ready to let the Board take action, but Dr. Arndt thought 
that this would be premature and suggested that 1 ask the Board for a thorough 
study of the question by members of the Seminary Faculty. I oid this on the 


• It grieves me to have to report such facts: but since a knowledge of the 
attitude shown by the Hoard, by individual members of it. and by committee 
members, is absolutely necessary to an understanding of the unfairness and 
injustice involved in the Hoard's procedure against me. 1 am constrained to record 
what I would otherwise gladly leave uninentioncd. What Is said here holds also 
for other facts to be mentioned later. 
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following day, Nov. 18, when I read, and handed to the Secretary in writing, the 
following: “A further discussion with Dr. Arndt of sonic of the points raised by 
me led both of us to believe that it is inadvisable to hasten the matter to a 
conclusion, but that it would be for the good of all to subject the whole matter to 
a more careful study than could be done heretofore, e. g. by chosen men of the 
Seminary Faculty. Since the period of study may extend over a year or more 
and it is natural that the status quo of practice be maintained in the meantime, I 
promise to act in accordance with our Missouri Lutheran principles till a decision 
shall have been reached.” Signed: Adolph A. Brux, Concordia Seminary, St. 
Louis, Mo., Nov. 18. 

What followed this request is stated by the Board (Statement of the Board 
of Foreign Missions on the Case of Dr. A. A. Brux, Dec. 8, 1932, p. 2) thus: “It 
was resolved to present his paper to the Faculty of Concordia - Seminary and to 
ask that an opinion be given on it. The Faculty, however, declined to render an 
opinion, slating ‘that the discussion would be too lei . thy and that the Mission 
Board can settle this question itself’. The Faculty, however, advised that Dr. 
Brux, if possible, discuss his position with those members of the Faculty who 
were his teachers when he was at the Seminary, Professors Fuerbringer and 
Graebner. Both brethren, when requested, agreed to engage in such a discussion. 
The conference took place in February, 1932, but its results were entirely 
negative.” 

Curiously enough, I was not informed that the Faculty would not render an 
opinion. On the contrary, in a letter from Dr. Brand’s office, signed by Anna G. 
Brand, dated Feb. 6, 1932, I was informed that “Dr. Arndt just now requested us 
to inform you that Dr. L. Fuerbringer and Dr. Theo. Graebner, the committee 
appointed by the Faculty of Concordia Seminary to discuss with you your position 
on ‘Prayer and Unionism’, are willing to meet with you this coming Friday 
afternoon, Feb. 12, at 2:00 o’clock, at the Seminary.” 

That the results of the conference “were entirely negative” was not v. ithout 
good reason. 

The meeting tool: place on Feb. 19, 1932, in the president’s office. To begin 
with. Dr. Fuerbringer confessed that he had not read my papei at all, because, 
as 1 was informed by him later, he had not been told that he should read my essay 
before the meeting took place. lie asked me to state my case. 1 outlined my 
position. While engaged in this, Dr. Graebner entered. When I had finished, Dr. 
Graebner stated that he had read only ! 1-5 pages of the essay and then laid it « 
aside as unworthy of further study. Later he denied having said this, and then 
set the number of pages read by him at “more than 20”, out of a total of 50. 
Some discussion of Bible passages and other matters ensued, but failure on the 
part of Drs. Fuerbringer and Graebner to study the essay prevented our going 
into details of exegesis, because they were not prepared to argue some of the 
grammatical and lexicographical points taken up. Naturally, the result of our ) 
meeting was negative. Yet these brethren passed judgment on my position and 
reported their “findings” to the Board!* 

I reported this outcome to Dr. Arndt on the same day. In the course of the 
discussion that followed he called my attention to an article written by Dr. 
Walthcr in L. W. 1868, and he asked me to study this and then to state my 
position in respect to it. I did this under date of March 10, 1932, covering letter 
under date of March 11, 1932, and sent two copies of my statement to Dr. Brand 
and one to Dr. Arndt. To this declaration, which included an argument on the 
basis of Titus 3, 10. 11 and other passages, no reply was given, nor has any been 
given to date, nor has the document ever been taken up for discussion at any of 
our meetings. Instead, on May 16, the St. Louis Board passeu the following 
resolution: 

“Our small executive committee recommends that the following resolution be 
adopted concerning the case of Missionary Brux: 

“WITKRAS, Missionary A. A. Brux no longer holds and confesses with us 
that Christians haying the pure Word of God should not have prayer-fellowship 
with sectarian Christians, but on the contrary holds and declares that the prayer- 
fellowship is required of them not only in private, but also in public, e. g. in 
prayer-meetings; 


•See footnote on p. 7. 
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"THEREFORE, be it herewith resolved with sincere regrets that we cannot 
return him as a missionary to India. 

“It was resolved to adopt this resolution and to submit it to the Plenary 
Board for approval.” 

The reference to “prayer-meetings” in the above resolution was undoubtedly 
based on the following casuistic question and answer on p. 37 of the typewritten 
copy of my paper, to which I here add, in parentheses, an explanation of why the 
question was at all taken up: 

“If a Missouri Lutheran should be present at a prayer-meeting held by 
Christians of another denomination or of several denominations (viz. through 
circumstances, as actually happened to me when I was a guest in the home of a 
Presbyterian missionary and a prayer-meeting was held in his home, though I 
was not called on to pray), can he with a good conscience join in the prayers of 
others and even offer a prayer himself, when called upon to do so?” 

“If he can assume that those who are pre sent are Christians and that, being 
j children of God, their prayers are acceptabl to God. he cannot but join with 
them in prayer and, or occasion, offer a prayei himself.” 

Officially I was not informed of the resolution till June 10, four days be ? re 
the resolution was to be approved by the Plenary Board. I was invited to attend 
the Board meeting > June 14, 2 I’. M., Concordia College, Milwaukee. 

At this meeting of the Plenary Board the case was opened by reading the 
copy of the resolution which had been sent to me. 

I pointed out the injustice of the procedure of the St. Louis Bo:' ' in con¬ 
demning me without having subjected my essay to a thorough stud;. sking 

how r many of the Board members (seventeen in number, including P i) had 

read the essay, not more than three hands were raised, two being St. 1, j is Board 
members, viz. Hr. Brand and Prof. Sommer, and one member of tl e Plenary 
Board, Rev Boorger. Though I had sent two copies of the essay to Dr. Brand, 
one for St. Louis and one for circulation, the essay had not been circulated. I 
called attention also to the fact that to the statement made by me on the basis 
of Dr. Walther’s theses no reply given, though the covering letter had been dated 
March 11, and Director Brand bad acknowledged receipt of two copies on March 
14. In defense of the St. Louis Board, Dr. Brand then read a series of about 
ten excerpts from my essay (the first was taken from the introduction to the 
essay, the last from my statement on Dr. Walther’s theses, and the rest from pp. 

32ss in the second part of the essay), on the basis of which the members of the 
St. Louis Board wdio had not read the essay itself had voted for the resolution. 

Tnesc excerpts were entirely one-sided and gave anything but a fair representa¬ 
tion of my position, which accounts for the misrepresentation of my position in 
the premises of the resolution. I pointed out: 

1) What the Board assumes in premise I of the resolution to be the 
confession of our church needs to be demonstrated from the Confessional Writings. \ 

* To _my knowledge our Confes 'mini Writings do not mention pra yer-fe llows hip, 
and do not condemn even By implication suen prayer-fellowship as is proposed Dy 
„< me, viz. when circumstances and need require it, and when no violation of our 
confessional position is involved. Conference essavs and writings of theologians 
have no confessional force. Sehwar’s exposition of Luther’s Small Catechism, in 
answer t o Questio n 222, “Why are we to sav ‘Our Father’?” replies, “Because all 
believers arc in Christ the children of one Father and should, therefore, pray for 
and with each other.” Eph. 4, 6 is quoted as proof-text. This is my position, and ' -/ 

I confess it with all who accept the Synodical catechism. 

2) What the Board states in prem II of the resolution needs to be defined 
and limited in accordance with fully a dozen statements found in a compass of 15 
pages (pp. 30-45) in Part Two of the essay, statements which limit prayer- 
fellowship to cases where circumstances and need require it, and where no viola¬ 
tion of our confessional position is involved. These statements are found on the 
following pages of the typewritten copies then in the Board’s hands: p. 30; 32; 33; 

35; 36; 36 bottom and 37 top; 37 middle; 37 below middle; 39; 44 middle; 41 
bottom; 45. All were read at the meeting. 

The Plenary Board finally resolved to suspend vote on the resolution till the 
essay will have been studied thoroughly by each member of the Board, a refuta¬ 
tion written (if agreement would be impossible), and opportunity given me to 
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study and answer the refutation. I was to furnish each member of the Board a 
copy of my essay and such other material as I deemed essential. 

In this meeting Professor Sommer upheld before all present his claim that 
he is not open to instruction in the matter under discussion. 

Rev. Maurer, Rev. Hahn, Rev. Reichmann, Rev. Proehl, and Rev. Born were 
present in addition to the Board members. 

Though I had clearly shown that the St. I,ouis Board’s resolution of May 16 
distorted my position, having been framed on the basis of the one-sided and, 
therefore, unfair excerpts made by I)r. Brand, the Plenary Board did not vote to 
rescind the resolution, as it w .is moved, but resolved only to suspend the vote on 
the resolution till the essay would have been studied thoroughly. In other words, 
the resolution of May 16 with 's distortion of my position still stood. I was thus 
constrained to send the following written protest: 

Dear Brethr. n: 

The resolution as sent to me by Director Brand under date of June 9 reads 
as follows: 

“WHEREAS Missionary A. A. Brux no longer holds and confesses with us 
that Christians having the pure Word of Clod should not have prayer-fellowship 
with sectarian Christians, but on the contrary holds and declares that the prayer- 
fellowship is required of them not only in private but also in public, c. gr., in 
prayer-meetings; 

“THEREFORE, be it herewith resolved with sincere regrets that we cannot 
return him as a missionary to India.” 

The untenability of premise I, and the misrepresentation of my position in 
premise IT, were pointed out by me in the meeting of the Plenary Board in 
Milwaukee on June Id; but since the resolution was not rescinded or struck out, 
but only the vote on it before the Plenary Board was suspended, I feel in duty 
bound to register my protest against this resolution of the St. Louis Board, 
involving as it does a misrepresentation of my position. I base the protest on the 
following: 

IT What the Hon. Board assumes in premise I to be the confession of our 
church needs to be demonstrated from the Confessional Writings. To my know¬ 
ledge our Confessional Writings do not mention prayer-fellowship, and do not 
condemn even by implication such prayer-fellowship as is proposed by me, viz. 
when circumstances and need require it, and when no violation of our confessional 
position is involved. Conference essays and writings of theologians have no 
confessional force. Schwan’s exposition of Luther's Small Catechism, in answer 
to question 222, “Why are we to say ‘Our Father'?” replies, “Because all believers 
are in Christ the children of one Father, and should, therefore, pray for and with 
each other.” Eph. 4, 6 is quoted as proof-text. This is my position, and I confess 
it with all who confess the Synodical catechism. 

2) What the Hon. Board states in premise II needs to bo defined and limited 
in accordance with fully a dozen statements found in a compass of fifteen pages 
(pp. 30-45) in Part Two of the essay, statements which limit prayer-fellowship 
to cases where circumstances and need require it, and where no violation of our 
confessional position is involved. These statements arc the following (the page 
numbers refer to the pages of the copies that have been in the Board’s hands 
since August, 1931.): 

1) "When I speak of prayer here, I mean prayer of a nondenominationnl 
type, i. e. prayer which docs not imply the acceptance of the entire doctrinal and j 
practical position of the persons with whom, or at whose invitation, one offers 
prayer. One prays simply as a private, indi vidual Christian. Whether this is 
done at one’s own initiative or at the invitation of others, is quite immaterial, 
provided that the invitation to pray is not meant to imply, and does not imply, ,v 
acceptance of the doctrinal position of the party or parties issuing the invitation.” 
Page 30, lower half. 

2) “And must, therefore, as occasions and needs indicate, also be fellow- 
partners in prayer.” Page 32, middle. 

3) “Both denominational fellowship and universal Christian fellowship are 
real factors in Christian life, and neither can be slighted without disastrous 
results.” Page 33, lower half. 



4) “They readily admit that all who accept Christ as the Lamb of God that 
took away their sins are true Christians, yet they refuse to do what this admis¬ 
sion logically and morally binds them to do z. to practice universal Christian 
fellowship with them in so far as this does conflict with their confession of 
faith.” Page 35, lower half. 

5) “We as Christians cannot legitimat I. refuse to join with them in their 
God-plea ing prayers when circumstances and needs would ordinarily require 
common prayer.” Page 36, middle. 

6) “For such visits do not call for, nor imply, acceptance, formal or other¬ 
wise, of the_creed of that particular denomination, and hence do not imply church- 
(denominational) fellowship, and hence do not violate our confessional position.” 
Page 36, bottom. 

7) “That depends entirely on the character of the individual service." 
Page 37, middle. 

8) “Because of this uncertainty as to the character of a service in churches 
of other denominations, no definite rule can be laid down, but the individual must 
pick his way on the spot as the service progre. es, making sure that he is in 
nothing making myself guilty of denying his heart’s position.” Page 37, lower 
half. 

9) “If he can assume”, etc..Page 37, bottom. This qualifies prayer-fellow- 
ship at prayer-meetings, while premise II of the resolution makes it appear 
unqualified. 

10) “We must call them, and regard them as, our true Christian brothers, 
•< and must fellowship with them to the extent that we do not thereby become 

untrue to our own confessional position.” Page 39, middle. 

11) “Our final conclusion, then, is this: Joint prayer. . .is required of every 
"Christian as needs and occasions indicate.” Page 4-1, middle. 

12) “We readily admit that those are wrong who look only at the Christian 
element which various denominations have in common, and on that basis advocate 
wholesale unionism, thereby overlooking the doctrinal differences which are real 
and important.” Page 44, bottom. 

13) “The conclusions arrived at in this paper show that the with lies in the 
middle.” Page 45, upper half. 

Since the St. I,ouis Board members were led to adopt the resol'd ion ap¬ 
parently on the basis of the one-sided, and therefore unfair, excerpts pi by 

Director Brand, and since the unfairness of tiicsc excerpts was show, in the 
meeting of the Plenary Board on June 14, and may he seen from the >ve by 
each member for himself, 1 request Director Brand and the members of the St. 
Louis Board as Christian brothers to have the resolution together with its two 
unfair premises rescinded. 

Fraternally yours, 

ADOLPII A. BKIJX. 

Racine, Wisconsin, July 11, 1932. 

In the covering letter, also under date of July 11, 1932, I had expressed the 
request: “Kindly bring this protest to the attention of the St. Louis Board as 
early as possible and inform me of action taken.” Apparently the protest was 
ignored by tlve Board; for I was never informed that any action was taken. 

In accordance with the desire expressed by 1 the Plenary Board on June 14th, 
I furnished to each member of the Board, by the end of August, a mimeographed 
copy of my paper, to which were added a history of the ease up to June 14, 1932, 
a copy of my protest to the Board dated July 11, 1932, and a copy of my com¬ 
munication to the Board of March 10, 1932. on Dr. Walther’s theses, with cover¬ 
ing letter of March 11. Before mailing these I had applied to Dr. Brand for 
the names and addresses of the Board members (a fairly large proportion of the 
members was new, having been newly elected at the Synodical Convention in 
June), not once, but three times (July'13, August 8. August 25), but each time 
in vain, and I had finally to procure them from the Secretary of Synod. 

Copies of my paper were sent also to many pastors for study, in order to 
procure their considered opinion. This was done, as a rule, at the request of 
these pastors themselves, or at the request of their friends. 

Under date of September 20 I was informed that a meeting of the Plenary 
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Board of Foreign Missions had been called for October 4, 1932, to take place in 
St. Ixmis, “for the purpose of again considering your papers on Christian 
Prayer and Unionism,” and I was invited to attend. Remembering that at the 
meeting of the Plenary Board in Milwaukee, June 14, a written refutation of my 
paper had been requested and that the request had not been denied, but, as I and 
others remember, had been included in a resolution made and adopted, I took for 
granted that the written refutation was ready, and in a letter dated September 
24, 1932, asked that a copy be sent to me for study before October 4. In reply 
I was informed “that the Minutes of the Plenary Board do not show the resolu¬ 
tion to which you point”. I was thus left without a written statement of the / 
Board’s interpretation of the Bible passages involved and of the Roard’s refuta¬ 
tion of mine. In fact, up to this time the Board had not gone on record with 
any positive interpretation of the Bible passages involved, nor with any real 
attempt to show that my int etation is untenable, and I did not know where 
the Board stood on the matt' her affirmatively or negatively, though I had 
furnished the Board with a ent of my position in writing fully one year 

before. Naturally, I had a rij expect that they who requested me to furnish 

to each Board member a copy my paper for study, would, on their part, have 
the courtesy and fairness to fu nish me for study a written statement of their 
position, both affirmative and negative, even if no special resolution to that efTect 
had been passed. As Christian brethren they owed this to me; yet they refused 
the request for it. 

Meanwhile the date of the meeting had been postponed from October 4 to 
October 11. In justice to Synod and to myself, I needed a statement of the 
Board’s position in writing, so that I might study it carefully before making my 
final decision. The only way le open to me now for obtaining such a statement 
was to procure a stenographic . cord of the discussions at the forthcoming meet- > 
ing on October Tl. In a letter of'October 5 to I)r. Arndt, the recording secre¬ 
tary of the Board, of which a copy was sent to Dr. Brand, 1 urged the matter 
thus: “On that day, 1 presume, there will be arguments and counter-arguments, 
and at the close I shall be asked to make up my mind stante pedc, at any rate on 
the basis of my meagre notes jotted down during debate. Need 1 point out that 
this would hardly be fair? In a matter affecting Scripture and conscience I re¬ 
quire to have the Board’s position before me black on white for study before 
giving my final answer. Since the Board has not prepared an official statement, 

I feel constrained to make a request for a stenographic report of the entire dis¬ 
cussion of my case in the forthcoming meeting on October 11. and also to ask 
for opportunity to study the typewritten copy for a reasonable length of time 
before giving my final reply. As a second reason for the request I would urge 
that such a stenographic report will be necessary also if my case should be ap¬ 
pealed. Finally, a stenographic record will be a safeguard for both sides when 
reference will need to be made to what has been said, lienee I am approaching 
you as the recording secretary to be so kind as to make arrangement for having 
our discussion on October 11 taken down in full stenographically. I trust that 
you and the Board will grant the validity of the reasons urged by mo for such a 
procedure and will gladly make the desired arrangement.” 

No^replv to this letter was received. The matter was, however, taken up 
in the meeting on October 11. The request for a stenographic report was de- J 
nied. Two reasons were mentioned: 11 a stenographic record would involve 
an expense, viz. payment of a stenographer: 2) the Board members would have 
to watch too carefully what they say. When I urged again the reasons set 
forth in my letter to Dr. Arndt, the Board decided to have Dr. Arndt, the Sec¬ 
retary, take as full a record of the discussions in longhand as possible, and that 
I be furnished a copy of these Minutes. Without asking if this would be satis¬ 
factory to me, the Board proceeded at once to the discussion of my paper. 

The argument centered on the exegesis of Romans 1G, 17-18, touching only 
casually, by way of reference, on 1 Tim. G, 3-5 and Titus 3, 10-11, ns is borne out 
by the Minutes tif this meeting. The interpretation of Rom. 16, 17-18, on which 
the Board has staked its whole position, was manifestly untenable. “When the 
question was asked whether there was to be a discussion of the other passages 
involved, a brother replied that Dr. Brux interpreted all the other passages in 
the light of his conception of Romans 1G. 17s” (Minutes, p. 13), and Part II of 
my paper was taken up for discussion without further ado, and in spite of my 
asking the pertinent question, “Why take up Part II when we have not finished 
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the discussion of the Bible passages, and when these are basic for Part II?" 
Thus, out of a dozen Scripture passages dealt with in my paper, only ONE, viz. 
Rom. 16, 17-18 received careful attention. The rest, among them Matth. 7, 15; 

1 Cor. 3, 9-15; Gal. 1, 6-9; Phil. 3, 2, 18, 19; 2 Thess. 3, 6-15; 1 Tim. 6, 3-5; Titus 
3, 10-11; 2 Pet. 2, lss; 2 John vs. 10, 11, were summarily disposed of by the state¬ 
ment that I interpret all the other passages in the light of my conception of 
Rom. 16, 17s—a statement which is proved untrue by the actual treatment of 
these passages in my paper. Naturally, the discussion of Part II of my paper 
was, under the circumstances, entirely futile, since it had to proceed, on the 
Board’s part, on the unproved assumption that my interpretation of the Bible 
passages is wrong, and that the conclusions drawn from them must, therefore, y 
be wrong likewise. Passages read from the Confessional Writings (Triglot, 983, 

847, 857, 1095, also tho entire Art. XII of the Formula of Concord) were beside 
the point, because I am arguing neither for indifferent toleration of error within I 
the church, nor for union with such bodies where error is indifferently tolerated. | 

The Plenary Board concluded the discussion of my paper at about 10:00 
P. M. on October 11, and I was informed that my presence would no longer 
be required. My case was, however, taken up again on the following day. What 
occurred then is stated in the Minutes (p. 15s) thus: 

“On the morning of Oct. 12, I)r. Rrux no longer being present, several 
resolutions were passed pertaining to his case. They read as follows: 

“1. Since Dr. Brux in his paper on “Prayer-Fellowship” has departed from 
the accepted Scriptural position of our Synod with respect to prayer with 
heterodox Christians, as he himself acknowledges, and since our long continued 
efforts to convince him of the error of his position have been unavailing, 
RESOLVED that we cannot return him to the field in India if he does n : recede 
from his position within the time stated in his remarks as given in tin Minutes 
above. 

“2. RESOLVED furthermore that we await tho definite answer of Dr. Brux 
referred to in the foregoing, and that if he continues to hold his present position, 
his connection with our Board terminate Oct. 31, 1932, and that his salary cease 
Nov. 30, 1932.” 

c The Minutes of the meeting of Oct. 11 and 12 reached me on Oct. 20. They 
contained the first official statement of the Board in respect to its interpretation , 
of Romans 16, 17.18, and its first real attempt to disprove the correctness of my 
interpretation. However, this statement of its position in the Minutes came to 
me not as a fraternal presen'ation of the Scriptures for my careful consideration, 
to which I might make reply on the basis of a further study of the Scriptures, 
but as an ultimatum that I accept the Board’s interpretation or find myself 
dismissed from mission service on Oct. 31, i. e. ten days after receipt of the 
Minutes. This in spite of the Board’s granting my request for a copy of the 
Minutes for study. Surely, a Christian Board that is intent on letting the 
Scriptures decide a matter of doctrine and conscience and to that end grants such 
a request for study, binds itself in Christian love to consider the reply which a 
brother may feel called upon to make to its first official declaration of its inter- 
pretational position, before it closes the discussiop on the subject and proceeds to 
dismissal. Trusting, therefore, that, in spite of the ultimatum, the Board, as 
Christian brethren, would grant the Scriptures a further hearing, I set forth in 
considerable detail why, on the basis of the text and its context, the Board’s 
interpretation of Romans 16, 17. 18, as found in the Minutes, is untenable and, 
therefore, unscriptural. Lest I should err by trusting to my own judgment alone, 

I submitted the Minutes to Pres. Bocrger and to various other brethren and asked | 
them for their candid opinion on the interpretation given by the Board. They 
agreed with me that it is untenable. In my reply to the Board I pointed out, 
furthermore, that in the resolutions of Oct. 12 the Board is undertaking to judge - 
4 my position by the “accepted Scriptural position of our Synod”, instead of by the 
Scriptures alone, and is thus violating the most sacred principle of the Lutheran j 
Church. I referred to the clear statements in our Confessional Writings 
(Formula of Concord, Epitome, par. 1-8, Triglot, pp. 777, 779) which declare that 
“the Holy Scriptures alone remain the only judge, rule, and standard, according 
to which, as the only test-stone, all dogmas shall and must be discerned and 
judged, as to whether they are good or evil, right or wrong. But the other 
symbols and writings cited are not judges, as are the Holy Scriptures, but only a 
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testimony and declaration of the faith, as to how at any time the Holy Scriptures 
have been explained"—words which disqualify as final judges any “accepted 
Scriptural position”, any Synodical declaration, even the accepted Confessional 
Writings of the Lutheran church, and establish as supreme judge of Lutheran 
doctrine and practice the Scriptures alone. This is also the position of Synod as 
set forth in its Constitution, Art. VIII, C: “All matters of doctrine and of 
conscience shall be decided only by the Word of God.” (Synodical Handbook, p. 5.) 
I therefore protested on these grounds most earnestly against the Board’s 
procedure as fundamentally un-Lutheran, and adopted as my reply to the Board’s 
demand that I recant my position, the words of Luther: 

“Except I be overcome by testimonies of the Scriptures or by clear reasons— 
for I believe neither the Pope nor the Councils alone, since it is patent that they 
have frequently erred and contradicted themselves—I am overpowered by the 
passages of Holy Scripture adduced by me, and my conscience is caught fast in 
the Word of God; recant anything I i not, and will not, because it is insecure 
and dangerous to act against one’s c< ience.” 

This twelve page reply, dated Oct. 29, 1932, reached Dr. Brand on Oct. 31. 
The covering letter stated that “a suggests coming from a number of Chicago 
brethren and aiming to bridge the present impasse is being formulated at d will 
be forwarded within a week, sooner if possible.” 

The promised communication was sent under date of Nov. 5. It removed a 
misunderstanding of a phrase found in my paper, which a member of the Board 
declared to stand in the way of a settlement, and proposed the following as “basis 
for a practical agreement pending disposition by Synod of the question under 
discussion”: 

“A. That my paper be placed before Synod, the manner in which this is to 
be done to be determined later by mutual consent. 

“B. That the controversy between the Board and myself be declared dropped. 

“C. That a Scriptural modus vivendi be aimed at by the Board and myself 
pending disposal of the issue by Synod. 

“D. That on the basis of I)r. Arndt’s proposal, as understood by me, the 
following points of agreement be considered as furnishing such a Scriptural 
modus vivendi: 

“1. That in order to avoid giving offence to my brethren in India and here, 
I agree to avoid unnecessary occasions for prayer-fellowship with Christians of 
other denominations, reserving, of course, the liberty to act in any situation 
according to my conscience, even as every pastor in Synod has, as a matter of 
principle in cases of casuistry, the liberty to act according to the dictates of his 
conscience. 

“2. That I agree to refrain from making aggressive propaganda for my views 
on the mission field, provided no aggressive propaganda is there carried on against 
these views, it being understood, as a matter of course, that when the paper has 
been referred to Synod, I have full liberty to engage in the general discussion, be 
it in India or here.” 

In the meantime, various brethren who had studied my paper and had also 
acquainted themselves with the Board’s position through a reading of the Minutes 
of Oct. 11, had sent, either before Oct. 31, or soon after, written protests against 
the action resolved by the Board, and had requested that a third party, a mutually 
acceptable committee, be permitted to review the case before the resolutions of 
Oct. 12 be carried into effect. 

On Nov. 21 the Board of Foreign Missions met to discuss the situation. Jn 
a letter of Nov. 23 Dr. Brand reported as follows: 

“Your letter of November 5, 1932, was given careful consideration by the 
Board of Foreign Missions on the afternoon and evening of November 21, and it 
was found that your proposals could not be accepted. Accordingly, the following 
resolution was passed: 

“Resolved to write Dr. Brux that with regret we learn from his letter of 
November 5 that he has not changed his position, and that we hold that the 
proposed practical agreement contained in his letter is not acceptabje, and that 
therefore we cannot but reaffirm our resolutions of October 12 pertaining to him.” 

According to the above communication, only my letter of Nov. 5 had been 
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considered by the Board. My reply of Oct. 29 to the Minutes of Oct. 11 and 12, 
in which I had showed on the basis of text and context that the Board’s interpreta¬ 
tion of Rom. 16, 17.18 is untenable, had been ignored. My protest against being 
judged by the “accepted Scriptural position of our Synod” instead of by the 
Scriptures alone, had also been ignored. And inasmuch as no attempt was made 
by the Board to deal with the many protesting brethren before putting the 
protested resolution into effect, their protests were ignored likewise. 

Now, it is a well known principle of Christian practice that when a Christian 
brother protests against a contemplated action by another brother (or a g. up 
of brethren), the latter is (are), in Christian love, bound to deal with the 
protesting brother, in order, by all legitimate means, to avoid giving offence to 
him and to others. A brother’s protest docs not bind the other party to adopt his 
point of view; it only binds it to consider the protest and to deal with the 
protesting brother with a view to a mutual understanding before action is taken. 
If a mutual understanding cannot be reached, the protested action may have to 
be taken after all, but it will then be taken after having fulfilled the law of 
brotherly love. However, refusal to deal with a protesting brother before taking 
the protested action is a glaring violation of brotherly love and a deliberate 
giving of offence to the protesting brother and to others, in fact to all Christians 
who learn of it. By ignoring my protest against the Board’s violating the most 
sacred principle of the Lutheran church, viz. that the Scriptures alone are the 
sole rule and norm of doctrine and life, and by ignoring the protests of the 
numerous brethren referred to above, the Board has grievously transgressed the 
law of brotherly love, and has deliberately given great offence, not only to the 
brethren immediate ly concerned, but to all who have learned of it. 

On receipt of the Board’s letter of Nov. 23 I prepared a nine-page reply 
(sent under date of Dec. 8 in mimeographed form to each member of the Board 
and to the President of Synod) in which I pointed out that the Board had ignored 
my reply of Oct. 29 and also the protest contained in it. 1 wrote: 

“Brethren, I cannot be satisfied with such a procedure, and you as Christian 
brethren seeking my welfare and that of the church cannot, 1 am sure, be 
satisfied either. The Christian and brotherly way of dealing with sincere 
Scriptural argument is not to ignore it, and the Christian way of dealing with a 
brother’s protest is not to pass it over unmentioned without an effort to set the 
offensive matter right. 1 have taken my stand on the Scriptures, and as a 
Lutheran and as a Christian brother I have a right to ask that I be met on that 
ground, and that alone. By taking your stand on “the accepted Scriptural posi¬ 
tion of our Synod”, you brethren have in reality, albeit unwittingly, placed 
yourselves on the same platform adopted by the Scribes and Pharisees of old in 
their battle against Christ, and by the Roman Catholic Church in its battle 
against Luther.” 

Then I referred to the various steps in the Board’s procedure against me, 
and pointed out their inadequacy and unfairness. I appealed to the Board in the 
following words: 

“In the light of the facts given above, can you brethren say with a good 
conscience that you have done the brotherly thing? That you have provided me 
with the necessary Scriptural refutation of my position and with convincing proof 
of the Scripturalness of yours? That all members of the committees appointed 
to deal with me have shown themselves fair and unbiased and have subjected my 
paper, especially the exegetical portion, to a earful study ? That you have shown 
yourselves ready to discuss all pertinent Bible passages with me? That you have 
considered, and in a Christian and brotherly way replied to, all material submitted 
by me? Is it not true that the detailed refutation of my paper asked for in the 
Milwaukee meeting on June 14 has not been given? Is it not true that the only 
official statement which gives the Board’s interpretation of Rom. 10, 17.18 is in 
the Minutes of the meeting of October 11 and 12, 1932, and so came into my 
hands nearly one and one-half years after my paper was taken up for discussion, 
and then came backed by an ultimatum? And have you not shown by your 
ultimatum that you hold even the possibility of mistaken interpretation on your 
part to be precluded, so that no matter what I might say or advance in Scriptural 
evidence for my position, it will of necessity be wrong, because you hold other¬ 
wise? Else why the ouster resolution eight days before I could avail myself of 
the requested opportunity to consider the Board's position in the quiet of my 
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study before giving my reply? And have you not violated all canons of fairness 
and justice by adducing as proof of my guilt and as warrant of my dismissal 
your own failure to convince me ? 

“Moreover, I am particularly grieved over the attitude which you brethren 
have shown over against a brother's conscience that is bound by the Scriptures, 
an attitude which I had never thought possible in the Lutheran Church, and 
which parallels the attitude of the Roman Catholic Church against Luther. • 
Though I have shown in my paper that I hold my views to be based solidly on 
the Scriptures, and have set forth again, in my communication of October 29, 
why, on Scriptural grounds, I cannot accept the Board’s position, concluding wn.ii 
the words of Luther to the effect that it is inadvisable and dangerous to act 
contrary to conscience, I am not furnished by you with anything that can release 
my bound conscience, viz. with solid proof from the Scriptures; on the contrary, 
all further efforts to deal with me on the basis of the Scriptures cease, and 1 am 
flatly told to recant. Surely, you brethren do not hold that conscience can be 
trifled with as did Urbanus of Serralonga, a friend of Cajctan, who endeavored 
to induce Luther to return to the Pope's grace by recanting, making this out to 
be but a mere bagatelle, a movement of the lips, a matter of only six letters: 
revoca! (Kocstlin I, 219). But then why continue to approach me with requests 
to recant, while at the same time no further effort is made to produce sound 
Scriptural proof which alone can free my conscience? I cannot but reiterate the 
plea which Luther made before Cajctan: 

“These and many other proof-texts constrain me, take me captive, lead me 
to the doctrine which I have stated. Therefore 1 humbly pray to deal kindly 
with me, to have compassion on my conscience, to furnish me light whereby I 
might understand this differently, and not to force me to recant that, concerning 
which, on the testimony of my conscience, I cannot hold otherwise than that 1 
must assent to it. So long as these proof-texts stand, I can do nothing else, and 
only know that one must obey God rather than man.” (Kocstlin 1, 225.) 

“The Christian and brotherly way of dealing under such circumstances is, in 
my humble opinion, the following: 

“Since the Scriptural evidence produced by the Board has not been convincing 
to me, and has likewise not been convincing to a large number of our pastors 
who have examined it, not convincing to the extent of leading them on that 
ground to protest against the Board’s proposed action, the Board ought to 
recognise in this fact an indication of a possible weakness or error in its position, 
and in Christian, brotherly consideration to refrain from forcing the issue by an 
ultimatum, but on the contrary do all that is needful to have the matter examined 
by others, by a mutually acceptable committee. A sincere desire to sec truth v 
established rather than one’s own opinions or even one’s own moral convictions 
cannot do otherwise. At the same time the Board will, in brotherly fairness and 
justice, hold the execution of the resolutions of October 12 in abeyance until 
such a committee shall have functioned and rendered its verdict. Even in the 
civil and criminal courts of the world the execution of a verdict must, in an 
appealed case, be held in abeyance until the appeal has been examined, the 
evidence reviewed, and the verdict confirmed. A man is not executed before he 
can appeal, and the higher court then given the task of trying to resurrect him. 
And surely the sense of fairness and justice in the church will not be less than 
thut in the world. The Christian and brotherly principle of avoiding, by all 
legitimate means, unjust and unfair action should certainly lead you to accept 
the services of such a committee. To date a proper third party has not examined 
the evidence and given an opinion, and in brotherly fairness you cannot expect 
me to accept the Board’s verdict, when the Board is itself a party to the 
controvcisy. You yourselves would not accept it if you were in a position 
similar to mine. 

“That by such a procedure the case will be extended still more (though 
probably not more than two or three months) is, indeed, unfortunate, but it is 
also unfortunate that through no fault of mine the members of the Board had 
not, even as late as ten months after my paper was submitted, i. e. between 
August 22, 1931 and June 14, 1932, read and studied the paper, and that the 
Board did not supply me with a statement of its exegetical position until 
October 11, respectively October 20, 1932. If that had been done sooner, the step 
which in Christian fairness is necessary now, could have been taken long ago. 
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“I plead, therefore, that in a Christian and brotherly spirit the following be 
done: 

“1. That instead of my being confronted with the general charge that ‘Dr. 

. Brux in his paper on “Prayer-Fellowship” has departed from the accepted Scrip¬ 
tural position of our Synod with respect to prayer with heterodox Christians, as 
he himself acknowledges,’ the Board mention specifically which statements of my 
paper constitute a violation of the Scriptures. 

“2. That instead of my being asked to accept as proof of my guilt the fact 
that the Board’s ‘long continued efforts to convince him of the error of his position 
have been unavailing’, the Board show which specific Bible passages are violated 
by statements of my paper. 

“3. That in those cases where the interpretation of the pertinent Bible texts 
is under discussion, I be shown in a detailed and definite manner which meets my 
various arguments, why my interpretation and application of these te\ts is 
untenable, e. g. why my interpretation and application of Titus 3, 10.11, which is 
that of Luther, Walther, and Synod, is untenable, or, in regard to Korn. 16, 17. 18, 
why my arguments respecting “gar”, the meaning of “ou-alla", the force of the 
present participle “poiountas”, etc., are untenable. 

“4. That the above mentioned items 1, 2, and 3 be given in writing. 

“5. That before the Board’s resolutions of October 12 be carried out, a 
mutually acceptable committee be given opportunity to examine the written 
material requested above, along with my paper and the relative communications 
to the Board, and to render an opinion in regard to it. 

“As a mutually acceptable committee I would suggest one, two members of 
which would be chosen by the Board, two by myself, and a fifth to be chosen by 
the proceeding four. 

“Trusting that you will receive this plea and appeal in a fraternal spirit, and 
confident that, in keeping with your desire to adjust the existing differences in a 
truly Christian and brotherly way, you will grant the requests made above, J 
remain, etc.” 

Before I had mailed this letter, the following communication from the Board, 
dated l)cc. 8, 1932, arrived: 

“We regret very much that it is incumbent upon us to notify our brethren in 
the Synod of the saddening relation obtaining at present between you and us. As 
you are aware, you are now not eligible for a ministerial office in our organization 
because of your erring doctrinal position (Titus 1, 9). 

“However, we are loathe to publish your name as we have not yet given up 
all hope that you will by the grace of God retrace your steps and return to the 
Scriptural doctrinal position which you formerly confessed with us. 

“In this hope we should like to ask you herewith for a written promise that 
you will not be a candidate for nor accept any ministerial office, pulpit or other¬ 
wise, in the Synodical Conference without first making your peace with our 
Synod, respect, with our Board. If you will kindly consent to give us that assur¬ 
ance, we believe we shall be warranted to withhold for the immediate present the 
publication of the fact that you are not now available. t 

“May we not hope that you will find it possible to favor us with the promise 
in question within the limits of one week?” 

In writing the above the Board overstepped the limits of its authority. 
Nowhere in the Synodical Handbook is authority given to a Synodical Board to j 
declare a pastor ineligible for oflico in Synod. This power belongs only to the | 
President of the District of which the pastor is a member. (Synodical Handbook, 
p. 29 E; also p. 9, par. 8). The question of my eligibility or ineligibility ought, 
therefore, to have been referred to the President of the South Wisconsin District. 

The Board was bound by the Constitution to leave the decision of this matter to 
the Officials of the South Wisconsin District, and was, by the same taken, bound 
to refrain from informing the District Presidents of my alleged ineligibility be¬ 
fore the Officials of the South Wisconsin District would have rendered their 
decision. This the Board did not do. 

Since I hoped for a favorable reply to my letter of Dec. 8, I answered the 
above letter thus: 

“Since my reply to your letter will depend on the attitude and action of the 
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Board in regard to the inclosed letter (my nine-page letter of Dec. 8 is meant), 
I shall postpone the reply until I shall have heard from the Board.” 

In the meantime, under date of Dec. 8, 1932, the Board had issued a “State¬ 
ment of the Board of Foreign Missions on the case of Dr. A. A. Brux”. A copy 
was mailed to me by Dr. Brand, whose covering letter of Dec. 11 declared 
briefly: “Enclosed please find a copy of a 'Statement of the Board of Foreign 
Missions on the case of Dr. A. A. Brux’, which was sent to all brethren who 

wrote us in your interest.” The opening paragraph of this “Statement” declares 

that it is meant for all “who either protested against, or in some other way 
disapproved of, our action pertaining to Dr. Brux”. I found it necessary to take 
issue with a considerable number of the statements made by the Board in this 
document, and under date of Dec. 23, 1932, issued a seven-page reply addressed 
to the Board of Foreign Missions, copies being sent to each member of the Board, 
to Pres. Pfotenliauer, and to each of the protesting brethren. It would lead too 
far here to take up all points in the Board’s “Statement” which are not in 

agreement with facts anil truth, or are misleading stalemcnts of partial fact or 

truth. I shall restrict myself to only the most important of these: 

1) On page 3 of its “Statement”, the Board declared: “We have related 
these details in order to show that there has been no lack of effort on the part 
of the Board to try to understand Dr. Brux’ views and to convince him that he 
ought to change his position.” 

I asked in reply: “Were the following details overlooked by the Board? 

“a) The arguments contained in my communication of March 11, 1932, on 
the basis of Dr. Walther’s theses and of Titus 3, 10.11 and Rom. 1G, 17.18 
(Appendic C of my paper) have not been answered to date, nor have they ever 
been taken up for discussion in any of our meetings. 

“b) The detailed written refutation of my paper asked for in the meeting of 
the Plenary Board in Milwaukee on June 14, 1932, has not been given. 

“e) In the meeting of the Plenary Board on October 11, 1932, out of a 
dozen Scripture passages dealt with in my paper, only one, viz. Rom. 1G, 17.18 
received careful attention. The rest, among them Matth. 7, 15; 1 Cor. 3, 9 15; 
Gal. 1, 6-9; Phil. 3, 2. 18. 19; 2 Thcss. 3, C-15; 1 Tim. G, 3-5; Titus 3, 10. 11; 2 
Pet. 2, lss; 2 John 10, 11, were summarily disposed of with the statement that 
“Dr. Brux interpreted all other passages in the light of his conception of Rom. 
1G, 17s” (Official Minutes, p. 13). 

“d) The resolutions of October 12, 1932, decreeing my dismissal from the 
service in case I should continue to hold my position, were passed eight days 
before I had received the Minutes, which contained the first official statement of 
the Board to me respecting its interpretation of Rom. 16, 17. 18, and which I had 
requested for study before stating whether I could agree with the Board or not. 
This first written statement of the Board on Rom. 1G, 17. 18, being the report of 
the first ofTicial oral presentation of that position, thus came to me not as a 
brotherly attempt to clear up the difference on the basis of the Scriptures, and 
to which I might therefore reply in the hope of being heard in case I should, an 
Scriptural grounds, be unable to agree, but as an ultimatum to accept the Board’s 
view or be dismissed from service. 

“e) To my communication of October 23, 1932, in which I sot forth, after 
careful study of the Minutes of the meeting of the Plenary Board of October 11, 
the untenability, on Scriptural grounds, of the Board’s interpretation of Rom. 1G, 
17. 18, and protested against being judged by ‘the accepted Scriptural position 

of our Synod’ rather than by the Scriptures alone, I have receive no reply to 

date. 

“f) To my proposals for a practical agreement the Plenary Board, on Nov. 
21, 1932, replied that they are not acceptable. No reason is given (except it be 

that I have not seen my way clear to change my position), nor is a counter¬ 

proposal made (except it be: recant!)”. 

Does this record of facts look like "no lack of effort on the part of the Board 
to try to understand Dr. Brux’ views and to convince him that he ought to change 
his position”? 

2) On page 1 of its “Statement” the Board wrote: “The question here 
proposed is not merely an exegetical, but a doctrinal one. We hold that Dr. 
Brux’ view violates the serious warnings contained in Holy Scriptures against 
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doctrinal errors and false teachers. Such warnings we find, f. i., in Jer. 23, 31 ss; 
Gal. 5, 9; Gal. 1, 9; Acts 20, 29, 30; Rom. 16, 17; 1 Tim. 6, 3ss. Even if there 
may be doubt as to the full scope and application of some of these passages, on 
one point there can be no doubt; they all warn against false teaching and make 
departure from the revealed truth a very serious matter.” 

I replied: “As a matter of fact, I am in full agreement with the Board that 
the Bible passages referred to ‘all warn against false teaching and make de¬ 
parture from the revealed truth a very serious matter’, and that doctrinal error 
is a ‘harmful factor’. That has never been a point of difference between the 
Board and me, and it ought not to be represented as such to others in order to 
make out a case against me. The heart of the controversy has been, and is still, 
as stated in the second-last paragraph of the introductory page of my paper: 
"Where I differ from the current theory and practice of our Synod, I do so with 
the conviction that the theory and practice of our Synod is unscriptural, inasmuch 
as it exceeds Scriptural limits and bounds. It is my conviction that in the matter 
of prayer with Christians of other denominations our Synod applies texts in 
violation of the essentials of text and context, and errs fundamentally (basically) 
in treating joint prayer with Christians of other denominations as under all 
circumstances forming a part of ehurch-(denominational) fellowship and there¬ 
fore involving unionism.’ Respecting the principles set forth by Dr. Walther in 
his theses (Appendix C of my paper), I wrote, p. 9 of the Appendix: ‘To Dr. 
Walther’s 15 theses found I,, u. W. 14 (1808), pp. 318, 319, I agree whole¬ 
heartedly’. .. Respecting theses 2, 3, 4, 9 I wrote: Permit me to state again 
that I wholeheartedly agree to the principles themselves that are mentioned in 
theses 2, 3, 4, and 9, and that my disagreement affects only the appl icatio n of 
these principles.’ Among the theses to which I agree are the following: ‘The 
church must take issue against every departure from the teaching of the Word 
of God, be it on the part of teachers or so-called laymen, on the part of 
individuals or of whole denominations.’ (Thesis VIII). ‘They who determinately 
(lit. stiffnockedly) depart from the Word of God, whatever it may concern, are 
to be excluded from the church’ (Thesis IX). ‘The fact that the militant church 
does not attain a greater degree of unity than a fundamental unity docs not 
prove that any error contrary to the Word of God can enjoy the same right in the 
church as truth, or is to be tolerated’ (Thesis X). 

“Why then try to shift the point of controversy, and shift it to something 
that has no existence in what I have written in the paper? 

“The point of controversy then is still the proper exegesis and application of 
the pertinent Bible passages. It must necessarily be so, even when the question 
is one of doctrine. Exegesis and application of a Bible passage are not dependent 
on doctrine, but doctrine is always dependent on the exegesis and application of a 
passage according to sound hermeneutical principles. Ilow can there be doubt 
concerning ‘the full scope and application of some of these passages’, and at the 
same time certainty in regard to the full scope and application of the doctrine 
derived from these passages? 

“Of the Bible passages which my view is held to violate, Acts 20, 29, 30 has 
never been presented to me by the Board, and Rom. 16, 17 is divorced from its 
context, viz. from v. 18. Besides, Rom. 16, 17; 1 Tim. 6, 3ss, and Gal. 5, 9 are 
under dispute in the paper. All alike are inapplicable to my views as set forth 
in the essay. If words of the Scriptures may be taken out of their context, or 
applied in violation of the text and context, one can prove anything, even 
that the Bible states that ‘there is no God’.” 

Under date of Dec. 26, 1932, I)r. Brand sent the following communication to 
me in reply to my plea of Dec. 8, referred to above: 

“Your communication of Dec. 8, 1932, was read and given careful attention 
by the Board of Foreign Missions. It was resolved that the information to which 
you point on page 9, paragraphs 1-3, has already been given to you in our various 
meetings and especially in our ‘Statement’ of Dec. 8, 1932, also that we cannot 
accept the suggestion stated in paragraph 5a. 

“In order, however, to show our good will, we are ready to grant a Fiduciary 
Committee a» provided for in our Synodal-handbuch, page 27. In agreement with 
our accepted procedure we suggest a committee of three, one member of which is 
to be appointed by you, one by the Board of Foreign Missions, and these two are 
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then to agree on the third; all three members of the committee must be acceptable 
to you and to the Board." 

The Board thus rejected my plea that it give a proper third party opportunity 
to review the case before putting the resolutions of Oct. 12 into effect, and insisted 
on being plaintiff, judge, and jury in its own case against me. How one is to 
estimate the Board’s ‘good will’ in agreeing to a Fiduciary Committee is best seen 
from the way in which it treated the unanimous recommendation of the Fiduciary 
Committee for a reopening of the case, related on p. 24. 

I replied to the above letter under date of Dec. 30, 1932, as follows: 

“1) The requests made on page 9 of my communication to the Board dated 
December 8, 1932, are not met by the Board’s resolving that ‘the information has 
been given’, but only by the actual supplying of the information. 

“2) Your ‘Statement’ of Dec. 8, 1932, does not give the requested informa¬ 
tion. Besides, this document is not addressed to me, but to those ‘who either 
protested against, or in some other way disapproved of your action’, and conveyed 
information to them concerning me. A copy was sent to me by way of informing 
me of what you had written in reply to the protesting brethren. How can a 
document addressed to these brethren be referred to by you as evidence for your 
claim that you have given to me the information requested ? 

“3) Your refusal to accept the plea that in fairness and justice the execution 
of your resolution of October 12 be stayed is a sad testimony to your unwilling¬ 
ness to do the brotherly and Christian thing. 

“4) I did not, under 5a, page 9, apply to the Board for a committee, but 
requested that the Board give a committee opportunity to function before the 
resolutions of October 12 be carried into effect, and stated what kind of a com¬ 
mittee 1 had in mind. Furthermore, it is not within the province of the Board to 
‘grant a Fiduciary Committee as provided for in our Synodal-handbuch, page 27’, 
but this power belongs to the President of Synod.* I cannot, therefore, regard 
the statement that ‘we are ready to gra t a Fiduciary Committee ns provided for 
in our Synodal-handbuch, page 27’ as evidence of your ‘good will’, especially 
when each of my five pleas has been denied. 

“With deep disappointment in you as my Christian brethren over the 
attitude you have shown toward my pleas, I am, sincerely yours, I etc.” 

With the Board’s reply of Dec. 20 to my letter of Dec. 8 in hand, I was in a 
position to give answer to the Board’s letter of Dec. 8, and did so, under date of 
Jan. 2, 1933, as follows: 

“In accordance with my letter of December 9, 1932, in which I stated that I 
would answer your letter of December 8, 1932, re publishing notice of my suspen¬ 
sion, after having received your reply to my communication of December 8, I now 
make the following brief reply: 

“I contest the right of the Foreign Mission Board to undertake to file notice 
of suspension for publication in the official church papers. In the By-laws of the 
Constitution of Synod (Synodical Handbook, pp. 27, 28, section K) it is clearly 
laid down that notice of suspension must be issued by the President of the District 
of which the person to be suspended is a member, and nowhere is a Synodical 
Board given the power to do so. Besides, it is a matter of common parliamentary 
procedure that only that body can sever relationship which has established it. I 
have been received into Synod through membership in the South Wisconsin 
District, and my suspension can proceed from that body only. If the Board 
desires my suspension, Synodical procedure requires that action be instituted 
through the Officers of the South Wisconsin District. 

"I am forwarding to the President of Synod a protest (copy attached) 
against the Board’s arrogating to itself a right which, by constitutional law, 
belongs exclusively to the Districts of Synod and to Synod itself.” 

On the same day I sent the following protest to the President of Synod: 

“Under date of December 8, 1932 (see attached copy of letter) notice was 
issued to me by the Board of Foreign Missions of its intention to publish in the 
official church papers notice of my suspension from office. 


•Should be: District President. 
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“According to the By-laws of the Constitution of Synod (Synodical Hand¬ 
book, pp. 27, 28, section E) the right to issue such notice of suspension belongs 
to the President of the District of which the person to be suspended is a member, 
and nowhere is such right given to a Synodical Board. 

“I therefore contest the right of the Board of Foreign Missions to undertake 
to file for publication in the official church papers notice of my suspension, and 
vigorously protest against the Board’s arrogating this right to itself. 

“I appeal to your good offices to sec that the regular Synodical procedure 
will be observed.” 

On this day I also applied to the President of Synod for a Fiduciary Com¬ 
mittee, as follows: 

“Since the Board of Foreign Missions, in its resolutions of October 12, 1932, 
has dismissed me from its service, for insufficient reasons and in an unfair manner, 
as I believe, and since all further negotiations with the Board have proved of no 
avail, I hereby notify you of my desire to have my entire case submitted to a 
Confidential Committee in accordance with the provisions of the By-laws of the 
Constitution of Synod (Synodical Handbook, pp. 28, 29, section F).” 

Being informed by the President of Synod that Synod, in 1929, had ruled 
that the word “President” in par. 3, p. 28, of the Synodical Handbook refers to the 
District President, I referred my appeal to Rev. Boerger, the President of the 
South Wisconsin District, of which I am a member. The latter then undertook to 
direct the organization of the Confidential Committee. While my representa¬ 
tive on this Committee, Dr. W. If. T. Dau, had been proposed to the Roard as 
early as January 13, 1933, and was shortly after declared accepted, the Board 
failed to secure its representative till fully two months later, viz. March 23, and 
the third member was not chosen till April 21. The members of the committee 
agreed to meet in Chicago on May 18, 1933. 

Though my case was up for review by a Fiduciary Committee, the President 
of Synod, at a meeting of the District Presidents in St. Louis in January, 1933, 
announced to the District Presidents that 1 am unrecomniendablc and ineligible 
for a call. This declaraion must be viewed in the light of the advice given later 
by him to the Board of Foreign Missions to reject the unanimous recommendation 
of the Fiduciary Committee for a reopening' of the case. See p. 20. Tho 
President’s announcement under these circumstances is thus a clear violation of 
the Synodical Constitution and its By-laws (Synodical Handbook, p. G, Art. XI, 
par. 1; p. 19, par. 4), which confer authority to declare unrecommcndable or 
ineligible on the District Presidents only (Synodical Handbook, p. 27 E; also p. 9, 
par. 8). Besides, how can a person justly he pronounced unrecommcndable or 
ineligible before the case has even been laid before that body (District Officials) 
which alone is authorized to make such a declaration? 

In the meantime, the Board had issued, under date of March 27, 1933, a 
“Second Statement of the Board of Foreign Missions on the Case of Dr. A. A. 
Brux”. I issued a “Reply” under date of April 6, 1933. This “Second Statement” 
of the Board revealed, in an astonishing manner, the principles according to which 
the Board had dealt with me and my paper. Since these principles of procedure, 
as pointed out in my “Reply”, call for very serious thought on the part of every 
member of Synod, and for most earnest statements of disapprobation on the part 
of all who see what these principles involve and whither they lead, I deem it my 
duty to call attention to them here. 

1) In attempting to defend the failure to reply to my communication of 
March 11, 1932, the Board declared on page 2 of its “Second Statement”: “That 
no formal reply was drawn up was due to the circumstance that the conclusions 
reached by Dr. Brux were the same as in his essay on ‘Prayer and Unionism’.’’ 
As if the fact that my conclusions did not please the Board made it superflu us 
for the Board to examine the evidence, and even justified the Board in ignor :g 
the arguments set forth in this document! I stated in my “Reply”: 

“It appears that the Board concerns itself with conclusions only, and not with 
the evidence on which the conclusions rest.,.. If the conclusions presented are 
not what the Board a priori thinks they ought to be, the Scriptural evidence 
adduced appears to them unworthy of consideration or refutation. This is 
certainly a very convenient way to dispose of unwelcome facts, but whither will 
such a procedure lead its advocates and Synod? Did popery ever show itself 
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more unwilling 1 to face evidence that leads to a conclusion other than the 
‘accepted’ position?” 

That these words of criticism are not too strong, may be seen from the 
lollowing declaration by the Board found on p. 5 of the “Second Statement”: 
“Every member of the Board could in a short time settle for himself the question 
whether he could agree with Dr. Brux or not. We are willing to grant that in 
order to evaluate every detail of argument and scholarship which Dr. Brux 
suomits, one has to read his essay. But we are not willing to admit that one has 
to read h essay in ord to establish whether his doctrinal position is right or 
wrong.” And on p. A, the Board has frankly admitted that “naturally not every 
Scripture passag. mentioned in his lengthy essay had been examined in the 
meetings of the Board.” 

Suflice it that I repeat what I wrote in my “Reply”: 

“It is certaiidy a matter r deep regret, and, at the same time, a matter of 
grave concern for every mend f Synod, that the Board, as Synod’s representa¬ 
tive in this matter, should d e its adherence to a principle which, in matters 
of doctrine and conscience, refuses to investigate the Scriptural reasons presented 
for a given position, but h : ieves itself capable of passing judgment a priori on 
merely hearing that pos n, i. e. the conclusions arrived at. May God hasten 
the day when Synod and .e Board will, in unequivocal language, repudiate such 
a principle. For, “does our law condemn the accused without first hearing what 
he has to say, and finding out what he has done?” (John 7, 51)- a principle 
which in the present case implies the necessity of making a careful examination 
of the Scriptural basis for the conclusions arrived at. Surely, in matters concern¬ 
ing doctrine and conscience it is imperative to investigate carefully the entire 
Scriptural argument on whch the conclusions arc based. Even apart from 
principles of fairness and justice, Christian brotherly love ought to require this. 
Anything less than that is an unbrotherly refusal to hear the evidence.—And yet 
the Board boldly admits that it is on such a principle that it has condemned me!” 

2) In discussing the power and authority of the Board to dismiss me under 
the existing circumstances, the Board (k hared on p. .1 of its “Second Statement”: 
“Frankly, we cannot understand the pertinence of the criticism of Dr. Brux 
when he says: ‘The challenge of Synod's position on ths matter belongs before 
Synod, and only Synod alone can dispose of it’. Are we to tolerate a missionary 
in our service, who teaches enoneous views, just because he challenges Synod’s 
doctrinal position in the controverted questions?” 

I pointed out in my “Reply”: “Synod being pledged to the principle that not 
human symbols or ‘accepted’ positions, but the Scriptures only can be the judge 
in matters of Scriptural doctrine and practice*, as is set forth clearly in the 
introductory paragraphs of the Epitome of the Formula of Concord, Triglot, pp. 
777, 779, the Board of Foreign Missions, as Synod’s representative, is held to 
observe the same fundamental principle and, therefore, has no right to settle, or 
to attempt to settle, a question involving Scriptural doctrine and practice, on the 
basis of the ‘accepted’ Scripural position of Synod, when the Scripturalness of 
that position is challenged by a brother in the interest of correcting an unscriptural 
theory and practice, but is in duty hound to institute such a procedure as will lead 
to a settlement on the basis of the Scriptures alone. This the Board has not done. 
Instead, it has taken refuge behind the ‘accepted’ position of Synod, while at the 
same time it has failed to refute the Scriptural evidence presented, or to prove 
that the ’accepted’ position which it advocates is Scriptural. Moreover, by 
rejecting the proposals of Nov. 5, 1932, one of which was that the matter be 
submitted to Synod, the Board has definitely refused to institute the only 
procedure by which, in line with the principle of the Formula of Concord 
referred to above, settlement of the issue on the basis of the Scriptures may be 
obtained, viz. by submitting the issue to Synod for a careful study of the Scrip¬ 
tural evidence. At the end of the paragraph the Board indeed writes of referring 
my case ‘for final settlement to the Synod’, but in the nature of the present 
situation, and in line with the attitude shown by the Board thus far, this evidently 
means only the submitting of its report of action to Synod, not the submitting of 
the issue itself, which is quite another matter. The only way in which the issue 

•Constitution, Art. II, 1: “The Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments as 
the written Word of Clod anil tin* onlj rule mid norm of faith unit of practice.” 
Also Art. VIII, C: “All mattery of doctrine and of conscience shall he decided only 
by the Word of Cod.” 
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itself can now be brought before Synod is by an appeal on my part, or on the 
part of other brethren who regard the issue as important. Moreover, the issue 
will now have to be fought out in a controversial way, instead of in an atmosphere 
of calm consideration such as would have resulted from a mutual submittal of the 
issue to Synod, as was proposed in my letter of Nov. 5, 1932. Hence my criticism 
that the challenge of Synod’s position on this matter belongs before Synod, and 
only Synod alone can dispose of it. This does not prevent the Board from taking 
‘appropriate’ action, i. e. action which will do justice to the issue itself, as well as 
to all concerned in it, though it does bar the Board from taking unfair, unjust, and 
premature action, action which attempts to rule the issue out by assuming the 
correctness of Synod’s position without first proving it, and which summarily 
cancels a divine call to India for reasons not recognized in the Scriptures, nor, for 
that matter, in our Confessional Writings.” 

To this I would add: The Lutheran Church, as the Church of the Reformation'' 
and the Church of the open Bible, is, by rejecting the infallibility of the Church, 
and of church councils, and of church confessions, and subjecting all these to the 
norm of the Scriptures, inherently nledeed to reformation whenever a departure 
from the Scriptures can be shown, and it is therefore a! -o inherently pledged to 
consider carefully all Scripture arguments advanced by a brother in the interest 
of correcting an unscriptural theory and practice which has crept into'the church. 
For the Lutheran Church, so pledged by birth and heritage, an appeal to the 
‘accepted’ position of Synod as the decisive factor in a matter of Scriptural 
doctrine and practice is as unthinkable as it is for that church to give up the 
Sola Scriptura (the Scriptures alone) as the supreme norm. Sola Scriptura has 
as its corollary a fallible church, a church which on earth never gets beyond being 
capable of correction or reformation. Well has Dr. Walther (L. u. W., 1863, p. 
66) said: ‘‘To be sure, the church has never attained a higher degree of unity in 
doctrine than a fundamental unity, and only an enthusiastic (schwacrmcrischer) 
Chiliast could hope that tl church will ever attain a higher degree.” 1 ' The 
church must, therefore, always show itself amenable to collection and reforma¬ 
tion on the basis of the Scriptures, and should welcome every sincere attempt to 
point out unscriptural theory and practice. The Board, however, instead of show¬ 
ing such an attitude, and instead of instituting a prosed e whereby my challenge 
of the correctness of Synod’s position would be laid before Synod for calm and 
prayerful study, has tried to prevent this by ousting me, and has virtually 
declared as its guiding principle that when a brother challenges Synod’s position 
on the basis of the Scriptures, the brother must be asked to recant, and if.he 
does not see his way clear to do this, he must be put out. No matter that the 
brother promises to “act in accordance with our Missouri Lutheran principles till 
a decision shall have been reached”! No matter that he makes fair proposals 
for a modus vivendi pending disposal of the issue by Synod! No one dare 
challenge Synod’s position and remain in office. He must be put out before the 
challenge even conies before Synod and Synod has had a chance to examine it! 
Huss must be burned before there has even been a Council of Constance! And 
this happens in the Lutheran Church, the Church of the Reformation! 

In this “Second Statement”, the Board gave also a clear statement of its 
position on the doctrinal and practical question involved. On page 5 it declared: 
“He (Dr. Brux) holds that we may and ought to have prayer-fellowship with 
Christians of other denominations provided no offence is given and no false 
impression created; we deny this.” 

The Board concluded its “Second Statement” with the remark: “We ought to 
add that I)r. Brux has now asked for a Confidential Committee to review his case, 
and our prayer is that the work of this committee will not be in vain.” A 
strange commentary on this prayer appears later in the action of the Board with 
respect to the unanimous recommendation of the Fiduciary Committee (p. 24). 

The Fiduciary Committee met, as scheduled, in Chicago on May 18, 1933, and 
was in session three full days. The following is the official report: 

“REPORT OF THE FIDUCIARY COMMITTEE, ORGANIZED TO EXAM¬ 
INE THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE BOARD OF FOREIGN MISSIONS 
AND DR. A. BRUX, MEETING AT CHICAGO, ILL., ON MAY 18th, 19th, AND 
20th, 1933. 

“The Fiduciary Committee, organized to examine the differences that have 
arisen between Dr. A. Brux and his Board of Foreign Missions, reports with 

•Dr. Walther Is referring here to the Lutheran Church as a confessional church. 
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regret that it "has been unable to arrive at a unanimous conclusion as regards 
the doctrinal differences between Dr. A. Brux and the Board. 

“The Committee, however, is unanimous in the conviction that in the im¬ 
portant issue that has been created, a fraternal discussion of the points in con¬ 
troversy should be continued. And the committee suggests that for such discus¬ 
sion with Dr. Brux the Board choose one of its members and one who is not a 
member of the Board, the latter to be agreeable to Dr. Brux.” 

Signed: H. DAIB 

THKO. LAETSC1I 
W. H. T. DAU. 

I have the permission of Dr. Dau and President Daib to state that in their 
review of the case they were wholly unconvinced of the Scripturalness of the 
Board’s position, both as to interpretation and as to procedure. « h'le thev were, 
on the contrary, impressed by my position as being fully in accord with the 
Scriptures. 

On May 30 Dr. Dau visited President Pfotenhauer and endeavored to point 
out to him the injustice of the Board's action against me, but to no avail. 

“The Board of Foreign Missions has subjected both the report of the Con- 
hands on May 30, 1933. No doubt the Board received its copy by the same date. 
One would expect that a Christian Board would act at once on the report in order 
to let me know whether it will accept the recommendation of the Confidential 
Committee or not. so that I might know what to do; for I was without salary 
since November 30, 1932, and needed to know what action the Board would take 
in response to the report of the Confidential Committee. Instead, weeks passed, 
over a month passed, without word from the Board. On June 23 President 
Boerger had written to Dr. Brand and urged action. On June 29 the South 
Wisconsin District Pastoral Conference sent a message to the Board of Foreign 
Missions, urging that the Board, either itself or through others, provide me with 
means of livelihood until the case shall have been disposed of. Under date of 
July 5 President Boerger sent a communication to Dr. Brand, stating that further 
delay ought not to occur, and that every additional delay becomes more and more 
indefensible. 

Again weeks passed. 

On July 18. President Boerger and I had an interview with Dr. Pfotenhauer 
in River Forest for the purpose of having him expedite the matter; but to no 
avail. While Dr. Pfotenhauer agreed that the delay appeared to be unwarranted, 
he did not. as Synod's officer, who is charged with the supervision of Synod's 
boards, offer to take the matter up with the Board, but urged me to do this. 
When I urged the injustice that was being done, he refused to enter into any 
discussion of the matter, declaring that he could not discuss the case, but would 
discuss only further procedure that might be necessary, e. g. a possible appeal to 
the South Wisconsin District, or to Synod, or an application for a Synodical 
Committee. 

Finally, under date of July 29. Dr. Brand informed President Boerger of 
the Board’s action as follows (translated from the German): 

“The Board of Foreign Missions has subjected both the Report of the Con¬ 
fidential Committee in the Brux case and the petition of the Honorable South 
Wisconsin District Pastoral Conference to a renewed careful consideration and 
resolved: 

1) To enter into no new negotiations with Dr. A. A. Brux, because it con¬ 
siders these to be unpromising (aussichtslos); 

2) To desist from further financial assistance of Dr. Brux.” 

While the recommendations of a Confidential Committee, in their very na¬ 
ture, are not mandatory, but are given as Christian brotherly advice that is 
based on an unbiased investigation, and therefore on justice, one is astonished 
to see a Christian Board reject the unanimous recommendation of men in whom 
it had placed its confidence as a proper third party to review the case, and to 
do this for no other reason than the subjective opinion that further negotiations 
would be unpromising. Even more astonishing is it that this should be 
done in a case which concerns Scriptural doctrine and practice, and after having 
made the declaration (conclusion of “Second Statement”): “Our prayer is that 
the work of this committee will not be in vain”! 

The seriousness of the situation is enhanced by the fact that these negotia- 
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tions concern the divine call which Synod, in 1923, extended to me through the 
Board of Foreign Missions. 

The implications of a divine call are set forth very clearly by Dr. Walther 
on p. 41 of his Pastorale (translated from the German): “If it is in reality God 
who calls the preachers, then the congregations are but the instruments for 
selecting the persons for the task to which God has called them (Acts 13, 2). 
When this has been done, the preacher is in God’s service and office, and no 
creature can depose or dismiss His servant from office, unless it be proved that 
God Himself has deposed and dismissed him (Jer. 15, 19; compare with Hos. 
4, 6), in which case the congregation does not really depose or dismiss him, but 
only executes the manifest deposal or dismissal of God. If the congregation 
does so nevertheless, then the congregation, which is only the instrument, makes 
itself lord of the office (Mt. 23, 8; compare with 2 Tim. 4, 2-3) and interferes in 
God’s government and management.’’ 

What is said above of congregations, applies with equal force to Synod and 
its Board of Foreign Missions, because they are, in the last instance, acting for 
all of the individual congregations of Synod. By dismissing me from service, 
the Board has cancelled the divine call which was extended to me in 1923, has, 
in other words, undertaken to execute “the manifest deposal and dismissal of 
God,” as Walther puts it. One should expect that the Board would be able to 
give clear proof of the justice and necessity for such an act, proof which will 
convince not only the Board itself, but other faithful and loyal Lutherans as well, 
above all the members of the Fiduciary Committee in whom tho Board, together 
with me, placed full confidence for a thorough and just investigation and for an 
unbiased verdict. But what are the actual facts? As stated above, both Dr. 
Dau and President Daib were wholly unconvinced of the Scripturalness of the 
Board’s position on interpretation, and all three were unconvinced of the cor¬ 
rectness of the Board’s procedure, and therefore the three members were unani¬ 
mous in their recommendation that a fraternal discussion of the points in the 
controversy should be continued. Kvidently “the manifest deposal or dismissal 
of God,” which the Board felt called upon to execute, was not very apparent. Yet 
the Board proceeded as if there were no shadow of a doubt about the correctness 
of its position, and rejected the well-considered opinion of the Fiduciary Com¬ 
mittee on the wholly subjective ground that it considers further negotiations to 
be unpromising, as if demands of fairness and justice could be brushed aside 
for such a reason. Such is the way in which the divine call extended by Synod 
to one of its foreign missionaries is dealt with by the Board of Foreign Mis¬ 
sions and its General Secretary. 

The Board’s rejection of the unanimous recommendation of the Fiduciary 
Committee now made it necessary for me to take steps to lay my case before 
Synod. The possibility of doing this through a Synodical Committee, as pro¬ 
vided by Synod in 1932 (Proceedings, 1932, p. 1C7) and suggested by President 
Pfotenhauer, was carefully investigated. To my question, in a letter to President 
Pfotenhaucr under date of August 11, 1933: “Is an appeal from the decision of 
such a Synodical Committee to Synod itself possible or not?” I received the 
reply, under date of August 14, 1933: “From above resolution follows that you 
could not appeal to Synod from the decision of the committee, because the com¬ 
mittee represents Synod. You could, however, not being satisfied with the 
decision of the committee, ask Synod to again consider your case. When 
appellants approached Synod in former years the second time, Synod always took 
some action.” 

This ruling made it plain that such a Synodical Committee is not a device 
for settling a case out of court. It is the court, and the highest court at that. 
Applying to Synod for a reconsideration, after its official representative commit¬ 
tee has decided a case, is far different from appealing to Synod as the highest 
court from the verdict of a lower court. Besides, my case concerns Scriptural 
doctrine and practice. By submitting my case to a Synodical Committee such as 
was proposed to me by Dr. Pfotenhauer, I would, by act, agree to a principle 
against which every true Lutheran will feel bound in duty to protest, viz. the 
principle that a group of men appointed by the President of Synod has the right 
and authority to settle doctrine and practice for, and in the name of, Synod, and 
that their verdict in these matters must stand, unappealable, as the verdict of 
Synod itself. This fact made it utterly impossible for me to make use of such 
a Synodical Committee for a more rapid adjudication of the case. Other well- 
informed brethren whom I consulted were of the same opinion. 

25 



Accordingly, when on September 8, 1933, President Boerger urged me to 
submit a statement that might enable him to negotiate with President Pfoten- 
hauer, I replied, under date of September 9: 

“I have given considerable thought to the matter which you broached to me 
last evening, and have arrived at the following conclusions regarding the course 
which I am bound, in Christian duty, to take. 

“1. Since the Board of Foreign Missions has rejected my proposals of 
November 5, 1932, without attempting to show me why these proposals are un¬ 
satisfactory; since the Board has furthermore dismissed me and has closed the 
case in a most unjust manner; and since the Board has also rejected the unani¬ 
mous recommendation of the Confidential Committee, I have no proposals to 
make. All that remains for me to do is to appeal my case to Synod and to place 
the necessary material into the hands of all of our pastors and congregations. 

“2. A detailed history of the case with a list of 22 charges against the 
Board of Foreign Missions and its General Secretary, and 2 charges against the 
President of Synod, is ready for publication and is to go to press in a few days, 

1. e. as soon as suitable bids for printing shall have been received. 

“3. I am ready to hold off the printing and publication of this material for 
two weeks to await the results of your negotiations. 

“4. If the negotiations will not result in an honoring of the unanimous 
recommendation of the Confidential Committee and in a brotherly reopening of 
the case, I shall be constrained to proceed at once wdth the printing and publi¬ 
cation of the material referred to above. 

“Please do not construe the above as a threat, but take it as what it is 
meant to be, viz. as a straight-forward statement regarding my definite inten¬ 
tions, which is given with a view to stave off at the last moment, if possible, the 
publication of the unsavory details of the procedure adopted against me.” 

This statement led to an interview of Pi ident Boerger, Rev. Grother, and 
Rev. Grueber with President Pfotenhauer on September 21. Dr. Pfotenhauer 
was shown from my paper that his view of my position, is erroneous and not in 
accord with the clear statements of my paper. He admitted that he had advised 
the Board of Foreign Missions to reject the recommendation of the Fiduciary 
Committee. When asked that he now prevail upon the Board to rescind its last 
resolution and to reopen the case, he indicated that he did not feel that he 
could encourage the Board now to reopen the case, after he himself had given 
the opposite advice, and asked them to approach the Board. If the Board, on 
being approached by the Officers of the South Wisconsin District, should again 
ask his advice, he would not again counsel against a reopening. 

The slight hope offered by the above-mentioned interview with President 
Pfotenhauer led the Officials of the South Wisconsin District, President Boerger, 
Vice-President Grother, and Vice-President Eggers (the last-named being also 
member-at-large of the Board of Foreign Missions), to petition the Board, under 
date of October 2, 1933, for a reopening of the case, on the following grounds: 

“It is evident and patent that in our own midst men decidedly differ with 
respect to the Bible passages adduced by Dr. Brux, especially with respect to 
Rom. 1G, 17-18. Thus Prof. Bartling, for instance, read a very thorough paper 
on this passage before the College Conference in Milwaukee, to which also Pro¬ 
fessors Ilardt and Koehneke and others agreed, which directly opposed the posi¬ 
tion taken by Dr. Kretzmann on this passage as published in his article in the 
Theological Monthly, and Prof. Bartling and others have not at all been shaken 
in their contrary opinion through reading that article.* 

“It is, furthermore, generally known, at least in our District__ that the 

Fiduciary Committee has unanimously recommended that the status quo ante 
be restored and negotiations with Dr. Brux be resumed.” (Translation from the 
German original.) 

To this plea the Board replied, in a communication under date of November 

2, 1933, to Rev. Boerger, Rev. Grother, and Rev. Eggers, in the following words 
taken from the Minutes of the Board meeting of October 30, 1933: 

“Concerning the overture of the South Wisconsin District Officials in the 
Brux case, the members-at-large have sent us their views with the exception, 
naturally, of Pastor Eggers, who is himself one of the Officials of that District, 

•Dr. Kretzmann’s article appeared months after Prof. Bartling had read his ‘ 
paper. His paper was therefore not "directly opposed" to Prof. Kretzmann s article, 
hut Prof. Kretzmann's article was held by Prof. Bartling and others to have missed 
the point at issue. 
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With one exception all brethren are of the opinion that the case of Dr. Brux 
no longer belongs before our forum. The following resolution was passed: 

“Resolved, that we respectfully inform the Officials of the South Wisconsin 
District that we have carefully considered their overture of October 2, 1933, and 
that in view of the fact that we have dealt sufficiently patiently, frequently, and 
untiringly with Dr. Brux, and 

“Furthermore, in view of the fact that we have no hope of convincing him 
of his error, 

“We decline to reopen discussions with him, and 

“We hold it is the duty of the brethren in the South Wisconsin District, of 
which he is a member, to deal fraternally with him.” 

Is it not strange that the Board should now, of a sudden, declare that “the 
case of Dr. Brux no longer belongs before our forum?” Does this mean that 
the Board considers its verdict quite infallible, and therefore unalterable, even 
though protesting brethren, a Fiduciary Committee, District Officials, and even 
members of the Board itself (Rev. Eggers and at least one other member) 
should see the injustice involved and plead for a reopening of the case? Is 
this not a deplorable situation in Christian procedure in Synod? Is it not, ap¬ 
parently, a manifest attempt on the part of the Board to pass its own respon¬ 
sibility to right the wrong which it has committed on to Synod? And is it not 
exceedingly strange that in the face of the facts given on p. 18 of this History, 
the Board should still speak of “the fact that we have dealt sufficiently patient¬ 
ly, frequently, and untiringly with Dr. Brux”? Is perhaps the manner in which 
the Board dealt with the numerous protests of the brethren, with the unanimous 
recommendation of the Fiduciary Committee, and with the plea of the Officials 
of the South Wisconsin District, and of members of the Board itself, to pro¬ 
vide a practical commentary on what the Board understands by dealing “suf¬ 
ficiently patiently, frequently, and untiringly?” And again, how strange is it 
not that the Board should now refer the duty of “dealing fraternally” with me to 
the South Wisconsin District, when, as a matter of fact, the Board had long a o, 
by notifying the District Presidents of Synod (either directly or through J)r. 
Pfotenhaucr) of my being unrecommendable or ineligible for office, usurped the 
power and authority given by Synod to District Officials only (Synodical Hand¬ 
book, p. 27; also p. 9, par. 8), and thus had attempted to bind the hands of the 
District Officials and to make them walk along the line marked out for them by 
the Board? These are questions that Synod should ponder. 

However, efforts to lead the Board and President Pfotenhaucr to see the 
injustice involved in their course of procedure did not cease. On .November 17, 
1933, two brethren of Milwaukee had a long interview with Dr. Pfotenhauer 
concerning my case. They urged the unfairness and injustice done by the Board. 
Dr. Pfotenhauer admitted that the Board might have been wrong in its procedure. 
Yet, while it is his duty, according to the Constitution (Synodical Handbook, 
p. 18), to supervise the actions of Synod’s Boards, he has failed to do his obvious 
duty. 

Again, on December 19, 1933, President Boerger laid before Dr. Pfoten¬ 
hauer a series of theses covering the vital issue of prayer-fellowship, to which 
also Rev. Eggers and Rev. Grother agreed, and to which I was willing to sub¬ 
scribe, to show that my position is not unscriptural, but to no avail. 

This led me to write the following letter to President Boerger under date 
of December 28, 1933: 

“Since your conference with Dr. Pfotenhauer on December 19 has neither 
resulted in any definite progress, nor provided a basis for any justifiable hope 
that substantial progress may be looked for in the near future, and since you 
no doubt recognize that a continuance of the present unfair situation created 
for me by the Board of Foreign Missions is neither desirable, nor justifiable on 
any Christian grounds, I herewith respectfully approach you, together with the 
two Vice-Presidents and the Visitor of this Circuit (as provided for in Chapter 
E, par. 1, p. 27 of the Synodical Handbook), to take immediate and definite ac¬ 
tion with respect to me, with a view either to uphold my eligibility for office, or 
to declare me ineligible, and to make your decision known to the Presidents of 
the various Districts of Synod. 

“May I have your final decision no later than January 10, 1934?” 

Various negotiations with the above-mentioned Officials of the District en- 
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sued, with the result that the latter decided to ask for a meeting with the Plenary 
Board of Foreign Missions for January 30, 1934, and requested me to draw up 
a letter enabling them to plead in my behalf. This letter, dated January 18, 
1934, and accepted by the Officials as satisfactory, follows: 

Dear Brethren in Christ: 

“I herewith come before you with a fraternal request for your kind help and 
intercession in the unfortunate impasse which has developed between the Board 
of Foreign Missions and myself. 

“You are aware that the Board of Foreign Missions, by its resolutions of 
October 12, 1932, dismissed me from mission service, on the alleged ground of 
erring Scripturally in my paper on “Christian Prayer and Unionism,” without 
producing clear proof of such error. 

“You are furthermore aware that this action was taken in spite of the fact 
that on November 18, 1931, when I had requested that my paper be subjected 
to “a more careful study than could be done heretofore, e. g. by chosen men of 
the Seminary Faculty,” I had stated, over my signature: “Since the period of 
study may extend over a year or more, and it is natural that the status quo of 
practice be maintained in the meantime, I promise to act in accordance with 
our Missouri Lutheran principles till a decision shall have been reached,” and 
had thereby shown that I was perfectly willing to honor Synod’s conscience in 
the matter during the time that the paper would be studied. 

“You know, likewise, that the proposals which I submitted to the Board of 
Foreign Missions under date of November 5, 1932, and which, in a fair and 
brotherly way, viz. by keeping both Synod’s and my conscience inviolate, sought 
to establish a basis for a Christian arrangement td continue in the work during 
the time that the matter would lie before Synod, were rejected by the Board 
without stating why these proposals are not fair and acceptable. 

“You know, too, that the resolutions of October 12, 1932, went into efTcct on 
October 31, 1932, solely because I was unable, on the b; of the Scriptures as 

set forth in my communication to the Board under date October 29, 1932, to 
meet the stipulation of the Board either to retract my position, or to withdraw 
my paper, and that my proposals of November 5, 1932, were rejected for the 
same reason of not meeting the above stipulation of the Board, as was indicated 
in a letter of the Board dated November 23, 1932. 

“You are also well acquainted with the fact that the Fiduciary Committee 
was unanimous in its disapproval of the procedure adopted by the Board of For¬ 
eign Missions, and in its recommendation that ‘a fraternal discussion of the 
points in controversy should be continued,’ and that the Board of Foreign Mis¬ 
sions rejected the recommendation for the sole reason that it holds further ne¬ 
gotiations to be unpromising. 

“The actions of the Board of Foreign Missions referred to above are mani¬ 
festly unfair and unjust and, therefore, not in accord with Christian brotherly 
procedure, for these reasons: 

“1. It is unfair and unjust to demand either a revocation of my position, or 
a withdrawal of my paper, before clear proof of error has been presented. 

“2. In the abscence of clear proof of error it is also unfair and unjust to 
make such demands before tho paper with its challenge of the Scripturalness of 
Synod’s position on prayer-fellowship has even been submitted to Synod. 

“3. It is not in accord with Christian brotherly procedure to make such de¬ 
mands in the face of a fair and considerate Christian attitude on my part to 
ward Synod’s conscience. I have never asked either Synod or the Board to 
accept my position without further ado, but have asked only that it be studied 
by Synod in the light of the Scriptural evidence submitted, with a view to ac¬ 
ceptance of that only which will be found by Synod to be Scriptural and sound. 
My paper was laid before the Board with the words: “I shall be thankful for tho 
pointing out of any actual error in the understanding and use of Scripture 
passages cited, or in deductions made. My prayer is not that my own views may 
prevail, but that we all may be led by His Spirit from knowledge to knowledge, 
and glorify God in our doctrine and life. 2 I’et. 3, 18.” (Paper, last paragraph 
of Introduction.) At the same time I have, through my promise of November 
18, 1931, and again through my proposals of November 5, 1932, declared my 
readiness to adopt the proper Christian procedure while the matter would In 
before Synod. 
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“4. It is unbrotherly and unfair on the part of the Board of Foreign Mis¬ 
sions to refuse to heed the unanimous recommendation of the Fiduciary Com¬ 
mittee, to which both parties submitted their case in full confidence, and above 
all to do so for the alleged reason that negotiations would be unpromising, when, 
as a matter of fact, my attitude, as shown above, has always been considerate 
and fair toward Synod’s conscience. 

“I hold that a truly Christian and brotherly procedure in the present case 
will include the following: 

“a) Submittal of my paper to Synod for study, as a step required by the 
principle of Sola Scriptura. 

“b) Agreement, on my part, to abide by Synodical practice till Synod will 
have definitely declared itself on the matter submitted in the paper. 

“c) Dropping of the controversy between the Board of Foreign Missions 
and myself, as a necessary result of laying the paper before Synod. 

“d) Rescinding of the Board’s resolutions of October 12, 1932, as a step 
required by lack of clear evidence of unscriptural doctrine and practice, and also 
by fairness of procedure. 

"e) Christian and fair righting of the wrong done me by putting the reso¬ 
lutions of October 12, 1932, into effect, and by informing the District Presidents 
of Synod of ineligibility for office on my part. 

In view of the above, I approach you with the fraternal request to use your 
good offices to load the Board of Foreign Missions to do the fair and Christian 
thing. 

Praying that the Lord may guide and bless your efforts, I am, 

Very respectfully yours, 

A. BRUX. 

Racine, Wisconsin, January 18, 1934. 

The St. Louis Board declined to call a meeting of the Plenary Board, as 
had been requested, but arranged for a meeting with the St. Louis Board for 
the evening of January 30, 1934. Rev. Karl Krctzschmar of Fort Smith, Arkan¬ 
sas, one of the mcmbers-at-large, was also present. 

Though the members of the Board were themselves not of one mind on Rom. 
16, 17- 18, the Board and its General Secretary nevertheless refused to do what 
Christian fairness and justice clearly demand in such a situation, viz. rescind 
the ouster-resolution of October 12, 1932, but, on the contrary, again made stipu¬ 
lations for retraction. 

The resolution, as written up by the secretary of the Board, Dr. Arndt, for 
the Minutes of the Board of Foreign Missions, and reported to Rev. Eseman, 
reads thus: 

“Resolved that we suggest to the visiting brethren, the Officials of the South 
Wisconsin District, that they continue their negotiations with Dr. Brux, secure 
his signature to the propositions on 2 Thess. 3, G-ll presented by President 
Boerger, as well as his retraction of the introduction of his paper and of all 
statements rejecting the position of Synod in the first part of his paper, and the 
retraction of the second part of his paper, and that we agree then no longer to 
say, ‘We cannot recommend him for a call,’ and will also agree to support any 
efforts made to secure official synodical study of the Scripture passages under 
consideration.” 

The wording of this resolution surprised each of the four Officials of the 
South Wisconsin District, inasmuch as the word “retraction", which occurs twice 
in the above form of the resolution, was not once used, so far as they could recol¬ 
lect-—and one of them had taken notes of the wording—when the motion had 
been made and adopted in their presence in the meeting of January 30, but the 
word "withdraw” in the sense of “hold in abeyance” was used. To say the least, 
this is very strange. 

The resolution, as it stands, charges me with “rejecting the position of Synod 
in the first part of the paper.” This charge is not true. I have nowhere in my 
paper rejected Synod’s position. What I have done is to challenge the correct¬ 
ness of Synod’s position, and to produce the evidence in support of the challenge, 
while declaring, at the same time: “I shall be thankful for the pointing out of 
any actual error in the understanding and use of Scripture passages cited, or in 
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deductions made. My prayer is not that my own views may prevail, but that 
we all may bo led by His Spirit from knowledge to knowledge and glorify God 
in our doctrine and life.” In all fairness, how can that be flatly termed a re¬ 
jection of Synod’s position? The above declaration is made at the end of the in¬ 
troduction to my paper, which introduction the Board curiously demands that I 
retract. 

Furthermore, the Board has now shifted from its former attempt to declare 
me ineligible to the position that it “cannot riowureconunend him for a call. 1 ' In 
Tact, the'Oflicials of the South Wisconsin District were toTd in the meeting on 
January 30 that the Board never undertook to declare me ineligible! This in 
view of what is clearly stated in writing in the letter of the Board dated Decem¬ 
ber 8, 1932 (see p. 17). However, even the power to “recommend” or “not to 
mend” for a call in Synod has not been conferred on the Board by Synod, and like 
Synod’s officers, the Board of Foreign Missions “must assume only such rights as 
have been expressly conferred upon them by the Synod” (Constitution, Art. XI, 
Synodical Handbook, p. 6). The power to recommend or not to recommend for a 
call can naturally be exercised by that body only which has been given the power 
by Synod to declare eligible or ineligible, i. e. by the District Officials (Synodical 
Handbook, p. 27 E; also p. 9, par. 8). The two powers are related and go together; 
for, after all, every decision as to a person's recommendability or non-recom- 
mendability for a call involves a decision as to his eligibility or uneligibility. 
After dismissing me from its service, the Board of Foreign Missions might, there¬ 
fore, at the most, have applied to the Officials of the South Wisconsin District, of 
which I am a member, for a declaration of ineligibility or non-reeommendability 
for a call in Synod. The Board, however, has reversed the procedure. It has 
arrogated to itself a power which Synod has conferred only on District Officials, 
and has then set about to tell the properly constituted authority, viz. the District 
Officials, on what conditions it will consider to commend me for a call! In other 
words, the Board of Foreign Missions has interpreted its power to call mis¬ 
sionaries into its service and to dismiss them for just cause—which power has 
been duly conferred on the Board by Synod—as a power to declare eligible or 
ineligible, recommendable or non-recommendable, for “a ministerial office in our 
organization” (i. e. Synod), better yet, for “any ministerial office, pulpit or other¬ 
wise, in the Synodical Conference” (see letter of Dec. 8, 1932, given on p. 17). 

Finally, in declaring its readiness “to support any efTorts made to secure 
official synodical study of the Scripture passages under consideration, the Board 
has again clearly admitted that there is doubt regarding the interpretation and 
application of the pertinent Bible passages (see also the Board’s declaration 
expressive of doubt as to the “full scope and application of some of these 
passages” in its "Second Statement”, referred to on p. 19). and has itself u rged the 
need for rcstudying'them.—Yet the Board staked its case against me on Die 
disputed interpretation and application of Rom. 16, 17. 18 and has continued to 
act toward me as if there were no legitimate doubt whatever concerning the 
passage. That, I submit, is strange Christian procedure. Added to this, the 
Board now has laid down as a condition for co-operation in submitting the 
disputed Bible passages to Synod for study, a retraction of the Introduction and 
of Part II of my paper (though proof of error has not been produced), thus 
desiring to eliminate these and not to submit them to Synod for study, when, as 
a matter of fact, Part II also deals with Scripture passages and Scripture 
principles. One is involuntarily led to ask: Does the Board of Foreign Missions 
fear a frank and fair discussion of the Scriptural teaching on prayer-fellowship? 

While I should be glad to have the Board’s co-operation in submitting my 
paper to Synod, as indicated to the Board long ago on pp. 2 and 3 of my “Reply” of 
April 6, 1933, to the Board’s “Second Statement” of Mar. 27,1933 (where 1 pointed 
out that “the issue will now have to be fought out in a controversial way, instead 
of in an atmosphere of calm consideration such as would have resulted from a 
mutual submittal of the issue to Synod, as was proposed in my letter of Nov. 6, 
1932”-—see pp. 1-1, 22s), I find it impossible to agree to such unfair stipulations 
for retraction as are made in the Board’s resolution of Jan. 30, 193-1, and must, 
therefore, with deep regret, dispense with the Board’s co-operation. My reply to 
the Officials of the South Wisconsin District regarding the stipulations made by 
the Board of Foreign Missions follows: 
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Dear Brethren in Christ: 

“With regard to the stipulations made by the Board of Foreign Missions in its 
resolution of January 30, 1934, I cannot but feel that these stipulations are unfair 
at the present stage of the discussion, because they demand retraction befor e 
clear proof of err or has been given by the Boar d, orbefore "the matter has even 
l>een laid before Synod, and that they are, therefore, unacceptable. 

“I have never asked the Board of Foreign Missions or Synod to adopt my 
views without further ado, but have re quested only _tjiat_thr y be studied . If clear 
proof of error shall have been given in regard to any pointer shall be glad to 
retract the error proved. That has always been my attitude. I submitted the 
paper to the Board of Foreign Missions with the words: “I shall be thankful 
for the pointing out of any actual error in the understanding and use of Scripture 
passages cited, or in deductions made. My prayer is not that my own views may 
prevail, but that we all may be led by His Spirit from knowledge to knowledge 
and glorify God in our doctrine and life. 2 Pet. 3, 18.’’ (Introd., last par.) 

Being convinced that the attitude described in the previous paragraph is 
such as is required of Christians in the circumstances of the present case, and 
that it is perfectly fair toward the Board of Foreign Missions and also toward 
Synod, I take the occasion to repeat the above quoted words as a statement of my 
present position. 

Very respectfully yours, 

A. BRUX. 

Racine, Wisconsin, February 18, 1931. 

Such is the history of the case. The considerable amount of detail presented 
was felt to be necessary for an adequate understanding of the issues involved. 
For a brief recapitulation of the main points I would ask the kind reader to turn 
back to pp. 4-G and to read again the charges raised against the Board of Foreign 
Missions and its General Secretary, and also against the President of Synod, 
likewise the formal appeal to Synod on pp. 3 and 4. 

My appeal to Synod is an appeal to you as a member of Synod. The follow¬ 
ing questions, therefore, based on the facts of the preceding history of the case, 
concern you personally as a member of Synod, and as a brother I would kindly 
ask you to ponder them from that point of view: 

1. Will you permit your Board of Foreign Missions and its General Secretary 
to dismiss a missionary who, on Scriptural grounds, challenges the correctness of 
Synod's position and submits sound Scriptural evidence in support of the challenge, 
before the challenge has been investigated by Synod, and in spite of the 
missionary’s willingnes- to abide by Synodical practice till the issue will have 
been decided by Synod? 

2. Will you permit your Board of Foreign Missions and its General Secretary 
thus to set aside and nullify a divine call without furnishing clear proof of 
unscriptural doctrine or faulty life? 

3. Accepting the principle that a person is innocent until he has been 
proved guilty, will you permit your Board of Foreign Missions and its General 
Secretary, as also your Synodical President, to treat a brother as guilty, when 
clear Scriptural proof of guilt has admittedly not been brought, and when a 
Fiduciary Committee has unanimously recommended a reopening of the case and 
so a re-establishing of the status quo ante? 

4. Will you permit your Board of Foreign Missions and its General 
Secretary, as also your Synodical President, to set aside for purely subjective 
reasons not grounded in the Scriptures or in fair procedure, but rather violating 
both, the unanimous verdict of a Fiduciary Committee which had been agreed to 
by both parties? 

5. Will you permit your Board of Foreign Missions and its General Secre¬ 
tary, as also your Synodical President, to overstep the bounds of their authority 
and exercise rights and powers conferred on District Officials only? 

6. Will you permit your Board of Foreign Missions and its General Secre- 
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tary to continue their unjust procedure, and to continue to make unfair stipula¬ 
tions for retraction in lieu of proof of error, and by such stipulations for 
retraction to attempt to keep from Synod a matter which vitally concerns Synod? 

7. Will you permit to become established .in Synod the principle espoused by 
the Boa d of Foreign Missions and its General Secretary: “We are not willing to 
admit that one has to read his essay in order to establish whether hig doctrinal 
position is right or wrong? 

8. Will you permit to become established in Synod the principle that the 
“accepted Scriptural position of Synod”, i. e. the accepted interpretation and 
application of the Scriptures, is the supreme norm in Synod, and that any 
challenge of the accepted position on the basis of the Scriptures necessarily entails 
dismissal from office, unless recantation be made? 

9. Will you permit Synod’s resolution respecting a Synodical Committee 
(Proceedings, 1932, p. 167) to be used as sanction for introducing the practicc of 
having a Synodical Committee judge matters of Scriptural doctrine and practice 
for, and in the name of, Synod, and of having the decisions of such a Synodical 
Committee regarded as unappealable? 


Errata 

p. 5, line 11 from top, 'minutes’ should be ‘Minutes’ 
p. 5, line 5 from bottom, 're-opening' should bo 'reopening' 
p. 8, lino 5 from bottom, 'WHERAS' should be ‘WHEREAS 
p. 9, line 31 from top, ‘roply given’ should bo ‘reply had been 
given' 

p. 11, lino 18from top, 'myself' should bo 'himsolf' 
p. 13, line 27 from bottom, ‘presenation’ should he ‘presentation’ 
p. 14, line 4 from top, 'church' should bo ‘Church’ 
p. 23, lino 15 Irom top, second 'Church’ should be ‘church’ 
p. 24, line 18 from top should read: "The official copy of the 
report of the Confidential Committee came into my 
p.28, lino 18 from bottom, ‘absconco’ should read ‘absonco’ 
p. 30, lino 13 from top 'mond' should read ‘recommend’ 
p. 30, lino 21 from top, ‘uneligibility’should read ‘ineligibility’ 
p. 30, lino 7 from bottom after first ‘of’ should read ‘being con¬ 
sidered’ 


“Ye shall not respect persons in judgment; but ye shall hear the small as 
well as the great; ye shall not be afraid of the face of man; for the judgment 
is God's.” (Dent. 1 , 17 .) 
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FOREWORD 

It is with reluctance that I place this material before Synod. However the issues involved in 
the. case are of such importance for the welfare of Synod and for the conduct of its foreign 
missions that silence on my part would be repre-ensible. It is, therefore, a call of duty that leads 
me to publish this appeal together with a history of the case. 

The material up to September, 1933, was ready for the press early last September, but was 
withheld when a possibility of still composing the difference loomed on the horizon. Since then an 
appeal of the Officials of the South Wisconsin District to the Board of Foreign Missions for a 
reopening of the case has been rejected, and other negotiations (January 30, 1934) by these 
Officials have only issued in further unjust stipulations on the part of the Board. Repeated 
negotiations of the Officials of the South Wisconsin District, and of other brethren, with 
President Pfotenhauer have likewise failed to bring about a reopening of the case as 
recommended unanimously by the Fiduciary Committee which 
had studied the case in May, 1933. Under these circumstances There is no course open to me 
except the third step according to Matthew 18, 15-17, viz. to “tell it unto the church”. 

The church is the believers. All powers given by Christ to the church are given to all 
believers. Matthew 16, 15-19; 18, 17-20; John 20, 22-23; 1 Cor. 3, 21-23. The believers, judging 
on the basis of the Scriptures, are thus the final court of appeal in all matters touching the 
doctrine, the practice, and the administration of the church. Matth. 7, 15-16; John 10, 5; Acts 17, 
11; 1 Cor. 10, 15-16; 1 John 4, 1. Example of early church, Acts 6, 1-6; 15, 1-29. It is, therefore, 
the duty of all believers to sec to it that their church-officers and church-boards perform their 
duties in accordance with the Scriptures, and to call them to account for any failure in this 
respect. As a corollary, it xxxxxxxxxxxxx 

liever has the duly to call attention to unscriptural doctrine, pracxxxxxxxxx 

cedure in administration, when such become clear to him, and failinxxxxxxx 

proper attention and action on the part of the officers and boards of thxxxxx 

to lay the matter before the believers. In pursuance of this duty I subxxxx 

present appeal to you, the members of Synod, requesting the pastors to xxxxxx 

the appeal to the attention of their congregations for a proper consideraxxx 

before the next synodical convention in 1935. 

Additional copies of this “Appeal” may be procured from me. Address 
2902 Charles Street, Racine, Wisconsin. 

A complete statement of my position on prayer-fellowship with Christians 
of other denominations, which involves a Scriptural challenge of xxxxxxxx 
of Synod’s position on the matter, will be submitted in the neaxxxxx 

ADOLPH A. BRUX 

Racine, Wisconsin, April 23, 1934. 
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APPEAL TO SYNOD 


The Evangelical Lutheran Synod of Missouri, Ohio, and other Slates, 

In care of the Rev. F. Pfotenhauer, D.D., President, 

449 W. 61st Place, 

Chicago, Illinois. 

Esteemed Brethren in Christ: 

Your Board of Foreign Missions, together with its General Secretary, by resolutions passed 
on October 12, 1932, has in a very unfair and unjust manner, without having proved me guilty 
of unscriptural doctrine and practice, dismissed me from mission service, and has thereby 
violated the divine call to India which you, in 1923, had extended to me through the Board as 
your representative, and has also undertaken to prevent my being called to any “ministerial 
office, pulpit or otherwise, in the Synodical Conference”. 

Your Board of Foreign Missions, together with its General Secretary, had agreed to have a 
Fiduciary Committee, consisting of Prof. Theo. Laetsch, Dr. W. H. T. Dau, and President H. 
Daib, review the case as a neutral body. While this Fiduciary Committee, in its official report, 
had declared itself “unanimous in the conviction that in the important issue that has been 
created, a fraternal discussion of the points in the controversy should he continued,” your Board 
of Foreign Missions, together with its General Secretary, has nevertheless flatly rejected the 
opinion and the recommendation of the above-mentioned Fiduciary Committee, and has refused 
to reopen the case, giving no other reason than the purely subjective opinion that further 
negotiations would be unpromising. 

Your Board of Foreign Missions, together with its General Secretary, has also rejected the 
urgent plea of the Officials of the South Wisconsin District for a reopening of the case, and has 
continued to make unjust stipulations for traction. 

Your President has counselled the Board of Foreign Missions and its General Secretary to 
reject the recommendation of the Fiduciary Committee, and at the same time has refused to 
discuss with me the injustice of the Board's procedure against me. Though repeatedly 
approached by District Officials and other brethren, your President has consistently declined to 
act in the interest of just procedure. Not only so, he has declared me unrecommendable 
or ineligible for a call before the College of Presidents, thereby violating the By-Laws of 1 
the Synodical Constitution [where the right to declare a called minister of the gospel 
unrecommendable or ineligible for office is granted to the District Officials only 
(Synodical Handbook, p. 27, E; also p. 9, par. 8), and where the President’s executive 
power is definitely limited to such eases where “he has been expressly invested with such power 
for such specific purpose” (Synodical Handbook, p. 19, par. 4; also p. 6, Constitution, Art. XI, 
par. 1.)], and has thereby created unjust and harmful prejudice against me. 

My Christian duty, according to Matthew 18, 15-17, requires that after having tried in 
vain, myself and through others, to load the Board of Foreign Missions and its General 
Secretary, as also the President of Synod, to see the wrong and injustice of their action against 
me, I now “tell it to the church”. 

The issue involved in the present case concerns not only Christian procedure, but also 
Scriptural doctrine and practice in Synod. This makes it impossible for mo to make use of a 
Synodical Committee such as was provided by Synod in 1932 (Proceedings, 1932, p. 167), 
because doctrine and practice of Synod cannot be determined for, and in the name of, Synod, by 
a Synodical Committee appointed by the President of Synod, and from the decision of which 
there can be no appeal to Synod itself (Ruling that no appeal is possible made by the President 
of Synod under date of Aug. 14, 1933), but must be determined by the church, i. e. by Synod 
itself (Walther, Kirche u. Amt, 4th ed., 1891, pp. 398-424). 

I am thus debarred, on sound Scriptural ground and on good Lutheran principle, from making 
use of such a Synodical Committee for a more rapid adjudication of the case. 

Therefore, I herewith appeal my entire ease to you, the members of Synod, as the church, 
for final review and adjudication, praying you, as Christian brethren, to decide the issue on the 
basis of the Scriptures rather than on tradition (Synodical Handbook, p. 5, Art. VIII C), to right 
the injustice done by your Board and its General Secretary, as also by your President, and to 
lead them to 
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acknowledge their guilt, or to prove me guilty of misunderstanding and misdemeanor in the 
points involved in the controversy (Synodical Handbook, p. 2, Art. Ill, par. 8). 

A history of the case to date, with specific charges against your Board of Foreign Missions 
and its General Secretary, as also against your President, and a statement of the Scriptural 
basis for my position on Christian Prayer-fellowship, will be sent to the President of Synod and 
to all pastors and congregations of Synod in the near future to allow ample time for a discussion 
of the material before the next synodical convention in 1935. 

Yours in Christ, 

ADOLPH A. BRUX. 

Racine, Wisconsin, April 23, 1934. 

CHARGES AGAINST THE BOARD OF FOREIGN MISSIONS AND ITS GENERAL 
SECRETARY, THE REV. F. BRAND, D.D. 

On the basis of the subjoined history of the case, which is mainly a history of the procedure 
adopted against me by your Board of Foreign Missions and its General Secretary, I submit 
briefly the following facts as constituting grave charges against them. 

1. The important document of March 10, 1932, with covering letter of March 11, 1932, in 
which I had set forth that my position on Prayer-fellowship with Christians of other 
denominations is in perfect keeping with fundamental principles officially held by Synod and 
staled in Dr. Walther’s theses of 18G8, (L. u. W., 1868, pp. 318, 319), while the current theory 
and practice of Synod constitutes an inconsistent , in the application of these principles, was 
ignored, was never taken up for discussion in our meetings, and is left unanswered to this day. 
(History, pp. 8, 9, 18, 21.) 

2. The ouster resolution of May 10, 1932, which grossly distorts my position, was framed 
and passed without a proper study of my paper, on the basis of one-sided, and therefore unfair, 
excerpts made and presented by Dr. Brand. (History, pp. 8, 9.) 

3. My protest of July 11 against the misrepresentation of my position in the resolution of 
May 36, 1932, was never replied to. (History, pp. 10-11.) 

4. The written refutation of my paper, which was requested in the meeting of the 
Plenary Board in Milwaukee on June 14, 1932, was not given. (History, pp. 9s, 12, 15.) 

5. The first official statement of the Board on Rom. 10, 17. 18, found in the Minutes of 
the meeting of the Plenary Board of Oct. 11, 1932, was given four months after the resolution of 
May 16, 1932, had already been passed by the St. Louis Board. History, p. 13.) 

6. This first official statement of the Board on Rom. 16, 17. 18 was not given as a 
fraternal presentation of its understanding of the Scriptures, but came backed by an ultimatum 
passed on Oct. 12, 1932, which peremptorily declared my dismissal, if I would not recant, thus 
announcing the Board’s unwillingness to consider further evidence, Scriptural or otherwise, that 
I might feel duty-bound to bring to their attention. (History, p. 13.) 

7. While in the meeting of October 11, 1932, Rom. 16, 17. 18 was quite thoroughly 
discussed, a discussion of the other Bible passages was refused. (History, pp. 12s.) 

8. The resolutions of Oct. 12, 1932, fail to specify the charge properly, but generalize the 
charge into a vague departure from the “accepted Scriptural position of our Synod”, without 
defining what, in the mind of the Board, that position is, e. g. whether or not it forbids private 
Prayer-fellowship, whether or not it definitely excludes prayer at so-called “free” conferences 
with Ohio, Iowa, etc., and the like. A charge is made, but the principal term of the charge 
(accepted Scriptural position of our Synod) is not defined, and the nature of the departure 
therefore not made specific. (History, p. 13.) 

9. The resolutions do not charge violation of the Scriptures, but violation of the accepted 
Scriptural position of Synod, i. e. violation of the accepted interpretation and application of the 
Scriptures, and thereby place human interpretation 
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and agreement on such interpretation above the Scriptures themselves. (History, pp. 13s, 21- 
23.) 

10. The resolutions aim to deprive me of my divine call to India on the ground of 
departing from the “accepted Scriptural position of our Synod", yet fail to mention a single 
Bible passage allegedly violated by me. (History, p. 13.) 

11. In lieu of Scripture proof, the resolutions adduce as proof positive t my guilt and as 
warrant for my dismissal merely the Board’s own admitted failure to bring convincing proof 
(“since our long continued efforts to convince him of the error of his position have been 
unavailing”). (History, p. 13.) 

12.. My communication of October 29, 1932, in which I set forth the untenability of the 
Board’s interpretation of Rom. 16, 17. 18 as found in the minutes of the Board meeting of 
October 11, was ignored. (History, pp. 13-15.) 

13. My protest against being judged by the accepted position of Synod rather than by the 
Scriptures alone, contained in my communication of October 29, 1932, was ignored. (History, 
pp. 13-15.) 

14. The proposals made in my communication of Nov. 5, 1932, were rejected without 
giving a proper reason, or making a reasonable counter-proposal. (History, p. 14.) 

15. The protests of many brethren were ignored, inasmuch as no attempt was made by 
the Board and its General Secretary to deal with the protesting brethren before putting the 
protested resolution into effect, and a fundamental principle in cases of church discipline was 
thus violated. (History, p. 15.) 

16. The fair and just pleas contained in my communication of Dec. 8, 1932, were rejected. 
(History, pp. 15-17, 19.) 

17. The letter of December 8, 1932, from the Board and its General Secretary, 
concerning publication of notice of my suspension from office, constitutes an over-stepping of 
the authority conferred on the Board and its General Secretary by Synod, and an infringement 
on the power of the District President. (History, pp. 17, 20s.) 

18. The Board and its General Secretary, in their “Statement” of Dec. 8, 1932, to the 
protesting brethren, misrepresented their own efforts to understand and refute my position, 
and misrepresented the point of controversy. (History, pp. 18, 19.) 

19. The Board and its General Secretary, in the “Second Statement”, issued under date 
of March 27, 1933, by declaring “We arc not willing to admit that one has to read his essay in 
order to establish whether his doctrinal position is right or wrong”, espouses a most unfair and 
unjust principle forjudging a brother’s doctrinal and practical position. (History, pp. 21s.) 

20. The Board and its General Secretary consumed an inordinate and unwarranted 
amount of time in procuring their representative on the Confidential Committee, and again in 
giving a reply after receipt of the Confidential Committee’s report. (History, pp. 21, 24.) 

21. The Board and its General Secretary rejected the unanimous recommendation of the 
Confidential Committee, which obviously was based on the requirements of fairness and 
justice, for an utterly inadequate and improper reason, viz. the wholly subjective opinion that 
they deem further negotiations to be “unpromising”. (History, p. 24.) 

22. The Board and its General Secretary, by cancelling my call to India, are interfering 
with a divine call, because a divine call can be declared void only on positive proof of 
unscriptural doctrine or faulty life, neither of which has been proved. (History, pp. 24s.) 

23. The Board and its General Secretary rejected the overture of the Officials of the South 
Wisconsin District for reopening of the case on the improper plea that the case “no longer 
belongs before our forum”, on the wrongly alleged ground of having dealt “sufficiently patiently, 
frequently, and untiringly”, and on the unproved assumption that my position is “error”, and did 
so in spite of the fact that two members of the Board were for a re-opening. (History, pp. 26s.) 

24. Though the members of the Board of Foreign Missions are themselves not of one 
mind on Rom. 16, 17. 18 and other relevant Bible passages, the Board and its General 
Secretary have nevertheless refused to do what Christian fairness 
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and justice clearly require in such a situation, viz. rescind the ouster-resolution of Oct. 12, 1932, 
but on the contrary have continued to make unfair stipulations for retraction. (History, pp. 29- 
31.) 


CHARGES AGAINST THE PRESIDENT OP SYNOD. 

1. The President of Synod counselled the Board of Foreign Missions to reject the 
recommendation of the Fiduciary Committee and thereby violated the most obvious 
requirements of Christian fairness and justice. (History, p. 20.) 

2. The President of Synod has refused to discuss with me the injustice of the Board’s 
procedure against me. (History, p. 24.) 

3. The President of Synod, when approached by other brethren, has repeatedly declined 
to act in the interest of just procedure. (History, pp. 26, 27.) 

4. The President of Synod, by declaring me unrecommendable or ineligible for office 
before the College of Presidents before the case had been submitted to the Officials of the South 
Wisconsin District, has violated the Synodical Constitution and its By-Laws (Synodical 
Handbook, p. 6, Art. XI, par. 1; p. 19, par. 4), which confer authority to declare a pastor 
unrecommendable or ineligible on the District Presidents only (Synodical Handbook, p. 27 E; 
also p. 9, par. 8), and has thereby unjustly created harmful prejudice against me. (History, p. 
21 .) 


HISTORY OF THE CASE 

At the 125th meeting of the Northern District (now Ambur District) Conference, India, held 
in Vaniyambadi from Jan. 21-30, 1924, I was requested by Conference, after an informal 
discussion of Prayer-fellowship with Christians of other denominations had revealed divided 
opinion, to write a conference paper on “prayer, paying special attention to ‘union’ prayer” 
(Minutes, 125th N. D. C., p. 21). This paper, entitled “Christian Prayer and Unionism”, was read 
at the next conference in Krishnagiri, April 22-25, 1924. It set forth what a careful study of all 
pertinent Bible passages had led me to see and believe, viz. that our current theory and practice 
respecting Prayer-fellowship with Christians of other denominations goes beyond what a sound 
interpretation of these Bible passages warrants and is, therefore, to the extent to which this is 
the case, unscriptural. “Cited Scripture passages and deductions made therefrom were discussed 
at great length. It was finally resolved that on account of differing interpretations of Scripture, 
and a full agreement not being reached in this session, Brother Blaess be asked to write an essay 
on the same topic, and both essays be presented for discussion at the next conference.” (Minutes, 
126th N. D. C., p. 1). This was done at the following conference, July 29-Aug. 1, 1924. “The whole 
of Wednesday morning was devoted to this subject. Brother Blaess read his essay, also portions 
of Brother Brux’ essay were read. The subject was thrown open for discussion. However, time did 
not permit their being fully discussed, and it was resolved to take them up again at the October 
conference. In the meantime each member of Conference is to read over both essays carefully, 
weigh the evidence, communicate his decision to the secretary, who is held to forward them to 
Brother Brux, as early as possible.” (Minutes, 127th N. D. C., p. 1). Under date of Aug. 17, 1924, 
Brother Blaess submitted to me a copy of his essay for rebuttal. My rejoinder was circulated 
among the brethren. At the October conference, 1924, Brother Blaess withdrew his paper, but he 
was still retained as leader in the discussion which was to be continued at the next conference in 
February, 1925. At this meeting the discussion was concluded. “It was resolved that Brother 
Brux put it (the paper) into its final form, and each member add his remarks, when it is to be 
sent to the Hon. Board.” (Minutes, 129th N. D. C., p. 26.) 

This is, briefly, the origin of the present controversy. The subject was assigned to me for 
study by Conference; I searched the Scriptures in regard to it; I set down my findings in the 
paper; I defended these findings on the basis of the Scriptures; I was not shown that these 
findings were wrong. 

The essay was ready to be sent to the Board in May, 1925. Since it was to be submitted to 
the Board together with the remarks of the brethren, 1 circulated the essay among them under 
date of May 30, 1925. Only two brethren responded. A third, in March, 1927, requested me not to 
wait longer for his remarks. In the meantime, the Caste-Controversy had broken out. When I 
saw to what propor- 
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tions this grew, and how much time this controversy demanded of all missionaries, and when I 
considered that by submitting my paper to the Board, General Conference might ultimately 
become involved and a second controversy be inaugurated, I decided to keep the essay in my files 
for the time being, at least till the Caste-Controversy should be ended, and, if necessary, even till 
I should be home on furlough. So it happened that the paper was not submitted till I was back 
on furlough in 1931. 

Soon after my arrival in the States, even before I had submitted the paper to the Board, 
Rev. Boerger, then member-at-large of the Board, was appointed by the Board to discuss the 
subject in controversy with me. I was informed of this by the General Secretary, Dr. Brand, in a 
letter of May 11, 1931. The result of our discussion was that Rev. Boerger agreed with me on the 
interpretation of the Scripture passages involved. 

Receipt of two copies of my paper was acknowledged by Dr. Brand, under date of Aug. 22, 
1931. On Aug. 25 I attended, together with the other missionaries on furlough, a meeting of the 
St. Louis Board. Among other things, also my paper came up for discussion. Of those present 
only Dr. Brand, Rev. Boerger, and one of the missionaries had read the essay. My position as set 
forth in the second part of the paper was attacked. I pointed out the necessity of studying the 
Bible passages involved and agreeing on them before discussing the conclusions reached in the 
second part of my paper. No progress could be made in the general discussion, and the Board 
resolved that Professor Sommer and Rev. Boerger constitute a committee to discuss the matter 
with me. 

The first meeting with Professor Sommer and Rev. Buerger was held in Concordia 
Publishing House on the morning of Aug'. 26. After some discussion, in which I referred to my 
paper repeatedly, Professor Sommer suggested that discontinue the discussion until he has had 
an opportunity to read the paper. 

On the evening of Sept. 18 we met for the second time in Hotel La Salle, Chicago, and 
discussed the question in general, but made no progress. I pointed out again that there is no use 
in discussing my position as set forth in the second part of my paper until unanimity has been 
reached on the Scripture passages discussed in the first part. 

A third meeting was held on October 10 in Racine, in Rev. Boerger's study. Some time was 
spent on a discussion of the Scripture passages involved, particularly of Titus 3, 10. 11. Though 
Prof. Sommer stated that he agrees with me regarding the Bible passages, he nevertheless used 
Titus 3, 10. 11 in counterargument, and when pressed by questions on the basis of Scripture, 
declared: “I am not open to instruction in this matter. I ceased to be open to instruction from the 
day I took office in the ministry.”* Naturally, no progress could be reported. 

Private correspondence with Dr. Arndt had led me to believe that a satisfactory 
understanding might be reached by a thorough discussion of the matter with him in private, and 
in a letter of Oct. 28 I broached this to him. But before we could agree on a definite date, I was 
invited to attend a meeting of the Plenary Board on Nov. 17. 

At this meeting of the Plenary Board my case was discussed in the afternoon session. 
Though I had submitted two copies of my paper to Dr. Brand, one for use in St. Louis and one for 
circulation among the Board members, my paper had not been circulated. As a result only Dr. 
Brand, Prof. Sommer, Rev. Boerger, and Dr. Ylvisaker had read my paper. The rest had to be 
informed of my position then and there. There was much counter-argument, but none that 
showed my position to be untenable on the basis of Scripture. Finally Gal. 1, 8. 9 was resorted to, 
to which I replied that it cannot be applied to such as we must still regard as Christians. Again 
there was no progress, no sign of coming to a mutual understanding. 

I was personally ready to let the Board take action, but Dr. Arndt thought that this would 
be premature and suggested that I ask the Board for a thorough study of the question by 
members of the Seminary Faculty. I did this on the 


* It grieves me to have to report such facts; but since a knowledge of the attitude shown by the 
Board, by individual members of it, and by committee members, is absolutely necessary to an 
understanding of the unfairness and injustice involved in the Board's procedure against me, I am 
constrained to record what I would otherwise gladly leave unmentioned. What is said here holds also 
for other facts to be mentioned later. 
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following day, Nov. 18, when I read, and handed to the Secretary in writing, the following: “A 
further discussion with Dr. Arndt of some of the points raised by me led both of us to believe that 
it is inadvisable to hasten the matter to a conclusion, but that it would be for the good of all to 
subject the whole matter to a more careful study than could be done heretofore, e. g. by chosen 
men of the Seminary Faculty. Since the period of study may extend over a year or more and it is 
natural that the status quo of practice be maintained in the meantime, I promise to act in 
accordance with our Missouri Lutheran principles till a decision shall have been reached.” 
Signed: Adolph A. Brux, Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, Mo., Nov. 18. 

What followed this request is stated by the Board (Statement of the Board of Foreign 
Missions on the Case of Dr. A. A. Brux, Dec. 8, 1932, p. 2) thus: “It was resolved to present his 
paper to the Faculty of Concordia Seminary and to ask that an opinion be given on it. The 
Faculty, however, declined to render an opinion, stating ‘that the discussion would be too 
lengthy and that the Mission Board can settle this question itself. The Faculty, however, 
advised that Dr. Brux, if possible, discuss his position with those members of the Faculty who 
were his teachers when he was at the Seminary, Professors Fuerbringer and Graebner. Both 
brethren, when requested, agreed to engage in such a discussion. The conference took place in 
February, 1932, but its results were entirely negative.” 

Curiously enough, I was not informed that the Faculty would not render an opinion. On the 
contrary, in a letter from Dr. Brand’s office, signed by Anna G. Brand, dated Feb. 6, 1932, I was 
informed that “Dr. Arndt just now requested us to inform you that Dr. L. Fuerbringer and Dr. 
Theo. Graebner, the committee appointed by the Faculty of Concordia Seminary to discuss with 
you your position on ‘Prayer and Unionism’, are willing to meet with you this coming Friday 
afternoon, Feb. 12, at 2:00 o’clock, at the Seminary.” 

That the results of the conference “were entirely negative” was not without good reason. 

The meeting took place on Feb. 19, 1932, in the president’s office. To begin with, Dr. 
Fuerbringer confessed that he had not read my paper at all, because, as I was informed by him 
later, he had not been told that he should read my essay before the meeting took place. He asked 
me to state my case. I outlined my position. While engaged in this, Dr. Graebner entered. When 
I had finished, Dr. Graebner stated that he had read only 4-5 pages of the essay and then laid it 
aside as unworthy of further study. Later he denied having said this, and then set the number of 
pages read by him at “more than 20”, out of a total of 50. Some discussion of Bible passages and 
other matters ensued, but failure on the part of Drs. Fuerbringer and Graebner to study the 
essay prevented our going into details of exegesis, because they were not prepared to argue some 
of the grammatical and lexicographical points taken up. Naturally, the result of our meeting was 
negative. Yet these brethren passed judgment on my position and reported their “findings” to the 
Board!* 

I reported this outcome to Dr. Arndt on the same day. In the course of the discussion that 
followed he called my attention to an article written by Dr. Walther in L. W. 1868, and he asked 
me to study this and then to state my position in respect to it. I did this under date of March 10, 
1932, covering letter under date of March 11, 1932, and sent two copies of my statement to Dr, 
Brand and one to Dr. Arndt. To this declaration, which included an argument on the basis of 
Titus 3, 10. 11 and other passages, no reply was given, nor has any been given to date, nor has 
the document ever been taken up for discussion at any of our meetings. Instead, on May 16, the 
St. Louis Board passed the following resolution: 

“Our small executive committee recommends that the following resolution be adopted 
concerning the case of Missionary Brux: 

“WHEREAS, Missionary A. A. Brux no longer holds and confesses with us that Christians 
haying the pure Word of God should not have Prayer-fellowship with sectarian Christians, but 
on the contrary holds and declares that the Prayer- fellowship is required of them not only in 
private, but also in public, e. g. in prayer-meetings; 


See footnote on p. 7. 



“THEREFORE, be it herewith resolved with sincere regrets that we cannot return him as a 
missionary to India. 

“It was resolved to adopt this resolution and to submit it to the Plenary Board for 
approval.” 

The reference to “prayer-meetings” in the above resolution was undoubtedly based on the 
following casuistic question and answer on p. 37 of the typewritten copy of my paper, to which I 
here add, in parentheses, an explanation of why the question was at all taken up: 

“If a Missouri Lutheran should be present at a prayer-meeting held by Christians of 
another denomination or of several denominations (viz. through circumstances, as actually 
happened to me when I was a guest in the home of a Presbyterian missionary and a prayer¬ 
meeting was held in his home, though I was not called on to pray), can he with a good conscience 
join in the prayers of others and even offer a prayer himself, when called upon to do so?” 

“If he can assume that those who are present are Christians and that, being children of 
God, their prayers are acceptable to God. he cannot but join with them in prayer and, on 
occasion, offer a prayer himself.” 

Officially I was not informed of the resolution till June 10, four days before the resolution 
was to be approved by the Plenary Board. I was invited to attend the Board meeting on June 14, 
2 P. M., Concordia College, Milwaukee. 

At this meeting of the Plenary Board the case was opened by reading the copy of the 
resolution which had been sent to me. 

I pointed out the injustice of the procedure of the St. Louis Board in condemning me 
without having subjected my essay to a thorough study asking how many of the Board members 
(seventeen in number, including Dr. Brand) had read the essay, not more than three hands 
were raised, two being St. 1. iis Board members, viz. Dr. Brand and Prof. Sommer, and one 
member of the Plenary Board, Rev. Boerger. Though I had sent two copies of the essay to Dr. 
Brand, one for St. Louis and one for circulation, the essay had not been circulated. I called 
attention also to the fact that to the statement made by me on the basis of Dr. Walther’s theses 
no reply given, though the covering letter had been dated March 11, and Director Brand had 
acknowledged receipt of two copies on March 14. In defense of the St. Louis Board, Dr. Brand 
then read a series of about ten excerpts from my essay (the first was taken from the introduction 
to the essay, the last from my statement on Dr. Walther’s theses, and the rest from pp. 32ss in 
the second part of the essay), on the basis of which the members of the St. Louis Board who had 
not read the essay itself had voted for the resolution. These excerpts were entirely one-sided and 
gave anything but a fair representation of my position, which accounts for the misrepresentation 
of my position in the premises of the resolution. I pointed out: 

1) What the Board assumes in premise I of the resolution to be the confession of our 
church needs to be demonstrated from the Confessional Writings. To my knowledge, our 
Confessional Writings do not mention Prayer-fellowship, and do not condemn even by 
implication such Prayer-fellowship as is proposed by me, viz. when circumstances and need 
require it, and when no violation of our confessional position is involved. Conference 
essays and writings of theologians have no confessional force. Schwan’s exposition of Luther’s 
Small Catechism, in answer to question 222, “Why are we to say ‘Our Father’?” replies, “Because 
all believers are in Christ the children of one Father and should, therefore, pray for and with 
each other.” Eph. 4, 6 is quoted as proof-text. This is my position, and I confess it with all who 
accept the Synodical catechism. 

2) What the Board states in premise II of the resolution needs to be defined and limited 
in accordance with fully a dozen statements found in a compass of 15 pages (pp. 30-45) in Part 
Two of the essay, statements which limit Prayer- fellowship to cases where 
circumstances and need require it, and where no violation of our confessional 
position is involved. These statements are found on the following pages of the typewritten 
copies then in the Board’s hands: p. 30; 32; 33; 35; 36; 36 bottom and 37 top; 37 middle; 37 below 
middle; 39; 44 middle; 44 bottom; 45. All were read at the meeting. 

The Plenary Board finally resolved to suspend vote on the resolution till the essay will 
have been studied thoroughly by each member of the Board, a refutation written (if agreement 
would be impossible), and opportunity given me to 
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study and answer the refutation. I was to furnish each member of the Board a copy of my essay 
and such other material as I deemed essential. 

In this meeting Professor Sommer upheld before all present his claim that he is not open 
to instruction in the matter under discussion. 

Rev. Maurer, Rev. Hahn, Rev. Reichmann, Rev. Proehl, and Rev. Born were present in 
addition to the Board members. 

Though I had clearly shown that the St. Louis Board’s resolution of May 16 distorted my 
position, having been framed on the basis of the one-sided and, therefore, unfair excerpts made 
by Dr. Brand, the Plenary Board did not vote to rescind the resolution, as it was moved, but 
resolved only to suspend the vote on the resolution till the essay would have been studied 
thoroughly. In other words, the resolution of May 16 with its distortion of my position still 
stood. I was thus constrained to send the follow mg written protest: 

Dear Brethren: 

The resolution as sent to me by Director Brand under date of June 9 reads as follows: 

“WHEREAS Missionary A. A. Brux no longer holds and confesses with us that Christians 
having the pure Word of God should not have prayer-fellowship with sectarian Christians, but on 
the contrary holds and declares that the Prayer- fellowship is required of them not only in private 
but also in public, e. gr., in prayer-meetings; 

“THEREFORE, be it herewith resolved with sincere regrets that we cannot return him as 
a missionary to India.” 

The untenability of premise I, and the misrepresentation of my position in premise II, 
were pointed out by me in the meeting of the Plenary Board in Milwaukee on June 14; but since 
the resolution was not rescinded or struck out, but only the vote on it before the Plenary Board 
was suspended, I feel in duty bound to register my protest against this resolution of the St. 
Louis Board, involving as it does a misrepresentation of my position. I base the protest on the 
following: 

1) What the Hon. Board assumes in premise I to be the confession of our church needs to 
be demonstrated from the Confessional Writings. To my knowledge our Confessional Writings 
do not mention Prayer-fellowship, and do not condemn even by implication such Prayer- 
fellowship as is proposed by me, viz. when circumstances and need require it, and when 
no violation of our confessional position is involved. Conference essays and writings of 
theologians have no confessional force. Schwan’s exposition of Luther’s Small Catechism, in 
answer to question 222, “Why are we to say ‘Our Father’?” replies, “Because all believers are 
in Christ the children of one Father, and should, therefore, pray for and with each other.” Eph. 
4, 6 is quoted as proof-text. This is my position, and I confess it with all who confess the 
Synodical catechism. 

2) What the Hon. Board states in premise II needs to be defined and limited in 
accordance with fully a dozen statements found in a compass of fifteen pages (pp. 30-45) in Part 
Two of the essay, statements which limit Prayer-fellowship to cases where circumstances and 
need require it, and where no violation of our confessional position is involved. These 
statements are the following (the page numbers refer to the pages of the copies that have been 
in the Board’s hands since August, 1931.): 

1) “When I speak of prayer here, I mean prayer of a nondenominational type, i. e. 
prayer which does not imply the acceptance of the entire doctrinal and practical 
position of the persons with whom, or at whose invitation, one offers prayer. One 
prays simply as a private, individual Christian. Whether this is done at one’s own initiative or 
at the invitation of others, is quite immaterial, provided that the invitation to pray is not 
meant to imply, and does not imply, acceptance of the doctrinal position of the party 
or parties issuing the invitation.” Page 30, lower half. 

2) “And must, therefore, as occasions and needs indicate, also be fellow- partners in 
prayer." Page 32, middle. 

3) “Both denominational fellowship and universal Christian fellowship are real factors 
in Christian life, and neither can be slighted without disastrous results.” Page 33, lower 
half. 
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4) “They readily admit that all who accept Christ as the Lamb of God that took away their 
sins are true Christians, yet they refuse to do what this admission logically and morally binds 
them to do, viz. to practice universal Christian fellowship with them in so far as this does not 
conflict with their confession of faith.” Page 35, lower half. 

5) “We as Christians cannot legitimately refuse to join with them in their God-pleasing 
prayers when circumstances and needs would ordinarily require common prayer.” 
Page 36, middle. 

6) “For such visits do not call for, nor imply, acceptance, formal or otherwise, of the creed of 
that particular denomination, and hence do not imply church- (denominational) fellowship, and 
hence do not violate our confessional position.” Page 36, bottom. 

7) “That depends entirely on the character of the individual service." Page 37, middle. 

8) “Because of this uncertainty as to the character of a service in churches of other 
denominations, no definite rule can be laid down, but the individual must pick his way on the 
spot as the service progresses, making sure that he is in nothing making myself guilty of 
denying his heart’s position.” Page 37, lower half. 

9) “If he can assume”, etc. Page 37, bottom. This qualifies Prayer-fellowship at prayer- 
meetings, while premise II of the resolution makes it appear unqualified. 

10) “We must call them, and regard them as, our true Christian brothers, and must 
fellowship with them to the extent that we do not thereby become untrue to our own 
confessional position.” Page 39, middle. 

11) “Our final conclusion, then, is this: Joint prayer. . .is required of every Christian as 
needs and occasions indicate.” Page 44, middle. 

12) ‘We readily admit that those are wrong who look only at the Christian element which 
various denominations have in common, and on that basis advocate wholesale unionism, thereby 
overlooking the doctrinal differences which are real and important.” Page 44, bottom. 

13) “The conclusions arrived at in this paper show that the truth lies in the middle.” 
Page 45, upper half. 

Since the St. Louis Board members were led to adopt the resolution apparently on the basis 
of the one-sided, and therefore unfair, excerpts prepared by Director Brand, and since the 
unfairness of these excerpts was shown in the meeting of the Plenary Board on June 14, and may 
be seen from the above by each member for himself, I request Director Brand and the members 
of the St. Louis Board as Christian brothers to have the resolution together with its two unfair 
premises rescinded. 

Fraternally yours, 

ADOLPH A. BRUX. 

Racine, Wisconsin, July 11, 1932. 

In the covering letter, also under date of July 11, 1932, I had expressed the request: 
“Kindly bring this protest to the attention of the St. Louis Board as early as possible and inform 
me of action taken.” Apparently the protest was ignored by the Board; for I was never informed 
that any action was taken. 

In accordance with the desire expressed by the Plenary Board on June 14th, I furnished to 
each member of the Board, by the end of August, a mimeographed copy of my paper, to which 
were added a history of the case up to June 14, 1932, a copy of my protest to the Board dated 
July 11, 1932, and a copy of my communication to the Board of March 10, 1932, on Dr. Walther’s 
theses, with covering letter of March 11. Before mailing these I had applied to Dr. Brand for 
the names and addresses of the Board members (a fairly large proportion of the 
members was new, having been newly elected at the Synodical Convention in June), not once, 
but three times (July 13, August 8, August 25), but each time in vain, and I had finally to 
procure them from the Secretary of Synod. 

Copies of my paper were sent also to many pastors for study, in order to procure their 
considered opinion. This was done, as a rule, at the request of these pastors themselves, or at the 
request of their friends. 

Under date of September 20 I was informed that a meeting of the Plenary 
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Board of Foreign Missions had been called for October 4, 1932, to take place in St. Louis, “for the 
purpose of again considering your papers on Christian Prayer and Unionism,” and I was invited 
to attend. Remembering that at the meeting of the Plenary Board in Milwaukee, June 14, a 
written refutation of my paper had been requested and that the request had not been denied, 
but, as I and others remember, had been included in a resolution made and adopted, I took for 
granted that the written refutation was ready, and in a letter dated September 24, 1932, asked 
that a copy be sent to me for study before October 4. In reply I was informed “that the Minutes of 
the Plenary Board do not show the resolution to which you point”. I was thus left without a 
written statement of the Board’s interpretation of the Bible passages involved and of the Board’s 
refutation of mine. In fact, up to this time the Board had not gone on record with any positive 
interpretation of the Bible passages involved, nor with any real attempt to show that my 
interpretation is untenable, and I did not know where the Board stood on the matter, either 
affirmatively or negatively, though I had furnished the Board with a statement of my position in 
writing fully one year before. Naturally, I had a right to expect that they who requested me to 
furnish to each Board member a copy of my paper for study, would, on their part, have the 
courtesy and fairness to furnish me for study a written statement of their position, both 
affirmative and negative, even if no special resolution to that effect had been passed. As 
Christian brethren they owed this to me; yet they refused the request for it. 

Meanwhile the date of the meeting had been postponed from October 4 to October 11. In 
justice to Synod and to myself, I needed a statement of the Board’s position in writing, so that I 
might study it carefully before making my final decision. The only way left open to mo now for 
obtaining such a statement was to procure a stenographic record of the discussions at the 
forthcoming meeting on October 11. In a letter of October 5 to Dr. Arndt, the recording secretary 
of the Board, of which a copy was sent to Dr. Brand, I urged the matter thus: “On that day, I 
presume, there will be arguments and counter-arguments, and at the close I shall be asked to 
make up my mind stante pede, at any rate on the basis of my meagre notes jotted down during 
debate. Need I point out that this would hardly be fair? In a matter affecting Scripture and 
conscience I require to have the Board’s position before me black on white for study before giving 
my final answer. Since the Board has not prepared an official statement, I feel constrained to 
make a request for a stenographic report of the entire discussion of my case in the forthcoming 
meeting on October 11. and also to ask for opportunity to study the typewritten copy for a 
reasonable length of time before giving my final reply. As a second reason for the request I would 
urge that such a stenographic report will be necessary also if my case should be appealed. 
Finally, a stenographic record will be a safeguard for both sides when reference will need to be 
made to what has been said. Hence I am approaching you as the recording secretary to be so 
kind as to make arrangement for having our discussion on October 11 taken down in full 
stenographically. I trust that you and the Board will grant the validity of the reasons urged by 
me for such a procedure and will gladly make the desired arrangement.” 

No reply to this letter was received. The matter was, however, taken up in the meeting on 
October 11. The request for a stenographic report was denied. Two reasons were mentioned: 1) a 
stenographic record would involve an expense, viz. payment of a stenographer: 2) the Board 
members would have to watch too carefully what they say. When I urged again the reasons set 
forth in my letter to Dr. Arndt, the Board decided to have Dr. Arndt, the Secretary, take as full a 
record of the discussions in, longhand as possible, and that I be furnished a copy of these 
Minutes. Without asking if this would be satisfactory to me, the Board proceeded at once to the 
discussion of my paper. 

The argument centered on the exegesis of Romans 16, 17-18, touching only casually, by way 
of reference, on 1 Tim. 6, 3-5 and Titus 3, 10-11, as is borne out by the Minutes of this meeting. 
The interpretation of Rom. 16, 17-18, on which the Board has staked its whole position, was 
manifestly untenable. “When the question was asked whether there was to be a discussion of the 
other passages involved, a brother replied that Dr. Brux interpreted all the other passages in the 
light of his conception of Romans 16. 17s” (Minutes, p. 13), and Part II of my paper was taken up 
for discussion without further ado, and in spite of my asking the pertinent question, “Why take 
up Part II when we have not finished 
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the discussion of the Bible passages, and when these are basic for Part II?" Thus, out of a dozen 
Scripture passages dealt with in my paper, only ONE, viz. Rom. 16, 17-18 received careful 
attention. The rest, among them Matth. 7, 15; 1 Cor. 3, 9-15; Gal. 1, 6-9; Phil. 3, 2, 18, 19; 2 
Thess. 3, 6-15; 1 Tim. 6, 3-5; Titus 3, 10-11; 2 Pet. 2, lss; 2 John vs. 10, 11, were summarily 
disposed of by the statement that I interpret all the other passages in the light of my conception 
of Rom. 16, 17s—a statement which is proved untrue by the actual treatment of these passages 
in my paper. Naturally, the discussion of Part II of my paper was, under the circumstances, 
entirely futile, since it had to proceed, on the Board’s part; on the unproved assumption that my 
interpretation of the Bible passages is wrong, and that the conclusions drawn from them must, 
therefore, be wrong likewise. Passages read from the Confessional Writings (Triglot, 983, 847, 
857, 1095, also the entire Art. XII of the Formula of Concord) were beside the point, because I 
am arguing neither for indifferent toleration of error within the church, nor for union with such 
bodies where error is indifferently tolerated. 

The Plenary Board concluded the discussion of my paper at about 10:00 P. M. on October 
11, and I was informed that my presence would no longer be required. My case was, however, 
taken up again on the following day. What occurred then is stated in the Minutes (p. 15s) thus: 

“On the morning of Oct. 12, Dr. Brux no longer being present, several resolutions were 
passed pertaining to his case. They read as follows: 

“1. Since Dr. Brux in his paper on “Prayer-Fellowship” has departed from the accepted 
Scriptural position of our Synod with respect to prayer with heterodox Christians, as he himself 
acknowledges, and since our long continued efforts to convince him of the error of his position 
have been unavailing, RESOLVED that we cannot return him to the field in India if he does not 
recede from his position within the time stated in his remarks as given in the Minutes above. 

“2. RESOLVED furthermore that we await the definite answer of Dr. Brux referred to in 
the foregoing, and that if he continues to hold his present position, his connection with our 
Board terminate Oct. 31, 1932, and that his salary cease Nov. 30, 1932.” 

The Minutes of the meeting of Oct. 11 and 12 reached me on Oct. 20. They contained the 
first official statement of the Board in respect to its interpretation of Romans 16, 17.18, and 
its first real attempt to disprove the correctness of my interpretation. However, this statement 
of its position in the Minutes came to me not as a fraternal presentation of the Scriptures for my 
careful consideration, to which I might make reply on the basis of a further study of the 
Scriptures, but as an ultimatum that I accept the Board’s interpretation or find myself 
dismissed from mission service on Oct. 31, i. e. ten days after receipt of the Minutes. This in 
spite of the Board’s granting my request for a copy of the Minutes for study. Surely, a Christian 
Board that is intent on letting the Scriptures decide a matter of doctrine and conscience and to 
that end grants such a request for study, binds itself in Christian love to consider the reply 
which a brother may feel called upon to make to its first official declaration of its 
interpretational position, before it closes the discussion on the subject and proceeds to dismissal. 
Trusting, therefore, that, in spite of the ultimatum, the Board, as Christian brethren, would 
grant the Scriptures a further hearing, I set forth in considerable detail why, on the basis of the 
text and its context, the Board’s interpretation of Romans 16, 17. 18, as found in the Minutes, is 
untenable and, therefore, unscriptural. Lest I should err by trusting to my own judgment alone, 
I submitted the Minutes to Pres. Boerger and to various other brethren and asked them for their 
candid opinion on the interpretation given by the Board. They agreed with me that it is 
untenable. In my reply to the Board I pointed out, furthermore, that in the resolutions of Oct. 
12 the Board is undertaking to judge my position by the “accepted Scriptural position of our 
Synod”, instead of by the Scriptures alone, and is thus violating the most sacred principle of 
the Lutheran Church. I referred to the clear statements in our Confessional Writings (Formula 
of Concord, Epitome, par. 1-8, Triglot, pp. 777, 779) which declare that “the Holy Scriptures 
alone remain the only judge, rule, and standard, according to which, as the only test-stone, all 
dogmas shall and must be discerned and judged, as to whether they are good or evil, right or 
wrong. But the other symbols and writings cited are not judges, as are the Holy Scriptures, but 
only a 
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testimony and declaration of the faith, as to how at any time the Holy Scriptures have been 
explained”—words which disqualify as final judges any “accepted Scriptural position”, any Synodical 
declaration, even the accepted Confessional Writings of the Lutheran church, and establish as supreme 
judge of Lutheran doctrine and practice the Scriptures alone. This is also the position of Synod as set 
forth in its Constitution, Art. VIII, C: “All matters of doctrine and of conscience shall be decided only by 
the Word of God.” (Synodical Handbook, p. 5.) I therefore protested on these grounds most earnestly 
against the Board’s procedure as fundamentally un-Lutheran, and adopted as my reply to the Board’s 
demand that I recant my position, the words of Luther: 

“Except I be overcome by testimonies of the Scriptures or by clear reasons— for I believe neither 
the Pope nor the Councils alone, since it is patent that they have frequently erred and contradicted 
themselves—I am overpowered by the passages of Holy Scripture adduced by me, and my conscience is 
caught fast in the Word of God; recant anything I cannot, and will not, because it is insecure and 
dangerous to act against one’s conscience.” 

This twelve page reply, dated Oct. 29, 1932, reached Dr. Brand on Oct. 31. The covering letter 
stated that “a suggestion coming from a number of Chicago brethren and aiming to bridge the present 
impasse is being formulated and will be forwarded within a week, sooner if possible.” 

The promised communication was sent under date of Nov. 5. It removed a misunderstanding of a 
phrase found in my paper, which a member of the Board declared to stand in the way of a settlement, 
and proposed the following as “basis for a practical agreement pending disposition by Synod of the 
question under discussion”: 

“A. That my paper be placed before Synod, the manner in which this is to be done to be 
determined later by mutual consent. 

“B. That the controversy between the Board and myself be declared dropped. “C. That a Scriptural 
modus vivendi be aimed at by the Board and myself pending disposal of the issue by Synod. 

“D. That on the basis of Dr. Arndt’s proposal, as understood by me, the following points of 
agreement be considered as furnishing such a Scriptural modus vivendi: 

“1. That in order to avoid giving offence to my brethren in India and here, I agree to avoid 
unnecessary occasions for Prayer-fellowship with Christians of other denominations, reserving, of 
course, the liberty to act in any situation according to my conscience, even as every pastor in Synod 
has, as a matter of principle in cases of casuistry, the liberty to act according to the dictates of his 
conscience. 

“2. That I agree to refrain from making aggressive propaganda for my views on the mission field, 
provided no aggressive propaganda is there carried on against these views, it being understood, as a 
matter of course, that when the paper has been referred to Synod, I have full liberty to engage in the 
general discussion, be it in India or here.” 

In the meantime, various brethren who had studied my paper and had also acquainted 
themselves with the Board’s position through a reading of the Minutes of Oct. 11, had sent, either 
before Oct. 31, or soon after, written protests against the action resolved by the Board, and had 
requested that a third party, a mutually acceptable committee, be permitted to review the case before 
the resolutions of Oct. 12 be carried into effect. 

On Nov. 21 the Board of Foreign Missions met to discuss the situation. In a letter of Nov. 23 Dr. 
Brand reported as follows: 

“Your letter of November 5, 1932, was given careful consideration by the Board of Foreign 
Missions on the afternoon and evening of November 21, and it was found that your proposals could not 
be accepted. Accordingly, the following resolution was passed: 

“Resolved to write Dr. Brux that with regret we learn from his letter of November 5 that he has 
not changed his position, and that we hold that the proposed practical agreement contained in his letter 
is not acceptable, and that therefore we cannot but reaffirm our resolutions of October 12 pertaining to 
him.” According to the above communication, only my letter of Nov. 5 had been 
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considered by the Board. My reply of Oct. 29 to the Minutes of Oct. 11 and 12, in which I 
had showed on the basis of text and context that the Board’s interpretation of Rom. 
16, 17.18 is untenable, had been ignored. My protest against being judged by the “accepted 
Scriptural position of our Synod” instead of by the Scriptures alone, had also been ignored. And 
inasmuch as no attempt was made by the Board to deal with the many protesting brethren 
before putting the protested resolution into effect, their protests were ignored likewise. 

Now, it is a well known principle of Christian practice that when a Christian brother 
protests against a contemplated action by another brother (or a g. up of brethren), the latter is 
(are), in Christian love, bound to deal with the protesting brother, in order, by all legitimate 
means, to avoid giving offence to him and to others. A brother’s protest does not bind the other 
party to adopt his point of view; it only binds it to consider the protest and to deal with the 
protesting brother with a view to a mutual understanding before action is taken. If a 
mutual understanding cannot be reached, the protested action may have to be taken after all, 
but it will then be taken after having fulfilled the law of brotherly love. However, refusal to deal 
with a protesting brother before taking the protested action is a glaring violation of brotherly 
love and a deliberate giving of offence to the protesting brother and to others, in fact to all 
Christians who learn of it. By ignoring my protest against the Board’s violating the most sacred 
principle of the Lutheran church, viz. that the Scriptures alone are the sole rule and norm of 
doctrine and life, and by ignoring the protests of the numerous brethren referred to above, the 
Board has grievously transgressed the law of brotherly love, and has deliberately given great 
offence, not only to the brethren immediately concerned, but to all who have learned of it. 

On receipt of the Board’s letter of Nov. 23 I prepared a nine-page reply (sent under date of 
Dec. 8 in mimeographed form to each member of the Board and to the President of Synod) in 
which I pointed out that the Board had ignored my reply of Oct. 29 and also the protest 
contained in it. I wrote: 

“Brethren, I cannot be satisfied with such a procedure, and you as Christian brethren 
seeking my welfare and that of the church cannot, I am sure, be satisfied cither. The Christian 
and brotherly way of dealing with sincere Scriptural argument is not to ignore it, and the 
Christian way of dealing with a brother’s protest is not to pass it over unmentioned without an 
effort to set the offensive matter right. I have taken my stand on the Scriptures, and as a 
Lutheran and as a Christian brother I have a right to ask that I be met on that ground, and that 
alone. By taking your stand on “the accepted Scriptural position of our Synod”, you brethren 
have in reality, albeit unwittingly, placed yourselves on the same platform adopted by the 
Scribes and Pharisees of old in their battle against Christ, and by the Roman Catholic Church 
in its battle against Luther.” 

Then I referred to the various steps in the Board’s procedure against me, and pointed out 
their inadequacy and unfairness. I appealed to the Board in the following words: 

“In the light of the facts given above, can you brethren say with a good conscience that you 
have done the brotherly thing? That you have provided me with the necessary Scriptural 
refutation of my position and with convincing proof of the Scripturalness of yours? That all 
members of the committees appointed to deal with me have shown themselves fair and unbiased 
and have subjected my paper, especially the exegetical portion, to a carful study? That you have 
shown yourselves ready to discuss all pertinent Bible passages with me? That you have 
considered, and in a Christian and brotherly way replied to, all material submitted by me? Is it 
not true that the detailed refutation of my paper asked for in the Milwaukee meeting on June 
14 has not been given? Is it not true that the only official statement which gives the Board’s 
interpretation of Rom. 16, 17.18 is in the Minutes of the meeting of October 11 and 12, 1932, 
and so came into my hands nearly one and one-half years after my paper was taken up for 
discussion, and then came backed by an ultimatum? And have you not shown by your 
ultimatum that you hold even the possibility of mistaken interpretation on your part to be 
precluded, so that no matter what I might say or advance in Scriptural evidence for my position, 
it will of necessity be wrong, because you hold otherwise? Else why the ouster resolution eight 
days before I could avail myself of the requested opportunity to consider the Board’s position 
in the quiet of my 
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study before giving my reply? And have you not violated all canons of fairness and justice by 
adducing as proof of my guilt and as warrant of my dismissal your own failure to convince me ? 

“Moreover, I am particularly grieved over the attitude which you brethren have shown over 
against a brother’s conscience that is bound by the Scriptures, an attitude which I had never 
thought possible in the Lutheran Church, and which parallels the attitude of the Roman 
Catholic Church against Luther. Though I have shown in my paper that I hold my views to be 
based solidly on the Scriptures, and have set forth again, in my communication of October 29, 
why, on Scriptural grounds, I cannot accept the Board’s position, concluding wan the words of 
Luther to the effect that it is inadvisable and dangerous to act contrary to conscience, I am not 
furnished by you with anything that can release my bound conscience, viz. with solid proof from 
the Scriptures; on the contrary, all further efforts to deal with me on the basis of the Scriptures 
cease, and I am flatly told to recant. Surely, you brethren do not hold that conscience can be 
trifled with as did Urbanus of Serralonga, a friend of Cajetan, who endeavored to induce Luther 
to return to the Pope’s grace by recanting, making this out to be but a mere bagatelle, a 
movement of the lips, a matter of only six letters: revoca! (Koestlin I, 219). But then why 
continue to approach me with requests to recant, while at the same time no further effort is 
made to produce sound Scriptural proof which alone can free my conscience? I cannot but 
reiterate the plea which Luther made before Cajetan: 

“These and many other proof-texts constrain me, take me captive, lead me to the doctrine 
which I have stated. Therefore I humbly pray to deal kindly with me, to have compassion on my 
conscience, to furnish me light whereby I might understand this differently, and not to force me 
to recant that, concerning which, on the testimony of my conscience, I cannot hold otherwise 
than that I must assent to it. So long as these proof-texts stand, I can do nothing else, and only 
know that one must obey God rather than man.” (Koestlin I, 225.) 

“The Christian and brotherly way of dealing- under such circumstances is, in my humble 
opinion, the following: 

“Since the Scriptural evidence produced by the Board has not been convincing to mo, and 
has likewise not been convincing to a large number of our pastors who have examined it, not 
convincing to the extent of leading them on that ground to protest against the Board’s proposed 
action, the Board ought to recognise in this fact an indication of a possible weakness or error in 
its position, and in Christian, brotherly consideration to refrain from forcing the issue by an 
ultimatum, but on the contrary do all that is needful to have the matter examined by others, by 
a mutually acceptable committee. A sincere desire to sec truth established rather than one’s own 
opinions or even one’s own moral convictions cannot do otherwise. At the same time the Board 
will, in brotherly fairness and justice, hold the execution of the resolutions of October 12 in 
abeyance until such a committee shall have functioned and rendered its verdict. Even in the civil 
and criminal courts of the world the execution of a verdict must, in an appealed case, be held in 
abeyance until the appeal has been examined, the evidence reviewed, and the verdict confirmed. 
A man is not executed before he can appeal, and the higher court then given the task of trying to 
resurrect him. And surely the sense of fairness and justice in the church will not be less than 
that in the world. The Christian and brotherly principle of avoiding, by all legitimate means, 
unjust and unfair action should certainly lead you to accept the services of such a committee. To 
date a proper third party has not examined the evidence and given an opinion, and in brotherly 
fairness you cannot expect me to accept the Board’s verdict, when the Board is itself a party to 
the controversy. You yourselves would not accept it if you were in a position similar to mine. 

“That by such a procedure the case will be extended still more (though probably not more 
than two or three months) is, indeed, unfortunate, but it is also unfortunate that through no 
fault of mine the members of the Board had not, even as late as ten months after my paper was 
submitted, i. e. between August 22, 1931 and June 14, 1932, read and studied the paper, and 
that the Board did not supply me with a statement of its exegetical position until October 11, 
respectively October 20, 1932. If that had been done sooner, the step which in Christian fairness 
is necessary now, could have been taken long ago. 
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“I plead, therefore, that in a Christian and brotherly spirit the following be done: 

“1. That instead of my being confronted with the general charge that ‘Dr. . Brux in his 
paper on “Prayer-Fellowship” has departed from the accepted Scriptural position of our Synod 
with respect to prayer with heterodox Christians, as he himself acknowledges,’ the Board 
mention specifically which statements of my paper constitute a violation of the 
Scriptures. 

“2. That instead of my being asked to accept as proof of my guilt the fact that the Board’s 
‘long continued efforts to convince him of the error of his position have been unavailing’, the 
Board show which specific Bible passages are violated by statements of my paper. 

“3. That in those cases where the interpretation of the pertinent Bible texts is under 
discussion, I be shown in a detailed and definite manner which meets my various arguments, 
why my interpretation and application of these texts is untenable, e. g. why my 
interpretation and application of Titus 3, 10.11, which is that of Luther, Walther, and Synod, is 
untenable, or, in regard to Rom. 16, 17. 18, why my arguments respecting “gar”, the meaning of 
“ou-alla”, the force of the present participle “poiountas”, etc., are untenable. 

“4. That the above mentioned items 1, 2, and 3 be given in writing. 

“5. That before the Board’s resolutions of October 12 be carried out, a mutually acceptable 
committee be given opportunity to examine the written material requested above, along with 
my paper and the relative communications to the Board, and to render an opinion in regard to 
it. 

“As a mutually acceptable committee I would suggest one, two members of which would be 
chosen by the Board, two by myself, and a fifth to be chosen by the preceeding four. 

“Trusting that you will receive this plea and appeal in a fraternal spirit, and confident 
that, in keeping with your desire to adjust the existing differences in a truly_ Christian and 
brotherly way, you will grant the requests made above, I remain, etc.” 

Before I bad mailed this letter, the following communication from the Board, dated Dec. 8, 
1932, arrived: 

“We regret very much that it is incumbent upon us to notify our brethren in the Synod of 
the saddening relation obtaining at present between you and us. As you are aware, you are now 
not eligible for a ministerial office in our organization because of your erring doctrinal position 
(Titus 1, 9). 

“However, we are loathe to publish your name as we have not yet given up all hope that 
you will by the grace of God retrace your steps and return to the Scriptural doctrinal position 
which you formerly confessed with us. 

“In this hope we should like to ask you herewith for a written promise that you will not be 
a candidate for nor accept any ministerial office, pulpit or otherwise, in the Synodical 
Conference without first making your peace with our Synod, respect, with our Board. If you 
will kindly consent to give us that assurance, we believe we shall bo warranted to withhold for 
the immediate present the publication of the fact that you are not now available. 

“May we not hope that you will find it possible to favor us with the promise in question 
within the limits of one week?” 

In writing the above the Board overstepped the limits of its authority. Nowhere in the 
Synodical Handbook is authority given to a Synodical Board to declare a pastor ineligible for 
office in Synod. This power belongs only to the President of the District of which the pastor is a 
member. (Synodical Handbook, p. 29 E; also p. 9, par. 8). The question of my eligibility or 
ineligibility ought, therefore, to have been referred to the President of the South Wisconsin 
District. The Board was bound by the Constitution to leave the decision of this matter to the 
Officials of the South Wisconsin District, and was, by the same taken, bound to refrain from 
informing the District Presidents of my alleged ineligibility before the Officials of the South 
Wisconsin District would have rendered their decision. This the Board did not do. 

Since I hoped for a favorable reply to my letter of Dec. 8,1 answered the above letter thus: 

“Since my reply to your letter will depend on the attitude and action of the 
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Board in regard to the inclosed letter (my nine-page letter of Dec. 8 is meant), I shall postpone 
the reply until I shall have heard from the Board.” 

In the meantime, under date of Dec. 8, 1932, the Board had issued a “Statement of the 
Board of Foreign Missions on the case of Dr. A. A. Brux”. A copy was mailed to me by Dr. Brand, 
whose covering letter of Dec. 11 declared briefly: “Enclosed please find a copy of a ‘Statement of 
the Board of Foreign 

Missions on the case of Dr. A. A. Brux’, which was sent to all brethren who wrote us in your 
interest.” The opening paragraph of this “Statement” declares that it is meant for all “who 
either protested against, or in some other way disapproved of, our action pertaining to Dr. 
Brux”. I found it necessary to take issue with a considerable number of the statements made by 
the Board in this document, and under date of Dec. 23, 1932, issued a seven-page reply 
addressed to the Board of Foreign Missions, copies being sent to each member of the Board, to 
Pres. Pfotenhauer, and to each of the protesting brethren. It would lead too far here to take up 
all points in the Board’s “Statement” which are not in agreement with facts and truth, or are 
misleading statements of partial fact or truth. I shall restrict myself to only the most important 
of these: 

1) On page 3 of its “Statement”, the Board declared: “We have related 

these details in order to show that there has been no lack of effort on the part of the Board to try 
to understand Dr. Brux’ views and to convince him that he ought to change his position.” 

I asked in reply: “Were the following details overlooked by the Board? 

“a) The arguments contained in my communication of March 11, 1932, on the basis of Dr. 
Walther’s theses and of Titus 3, 10.11 and Rom. 16, 17.18 (Appendic C of my paper) have not 
been answered to date, nor have they ever been taken up for discussion in any of our 
meetings. 

“b) The detailed written refutation of my paper asked for in the meeting of the Plenary 
Board in Milwaukee on June 14, 1932, has not been given. 

“c) In the meeting of the Plenary Board on October 11, 1932, out of a dozen Scripture 
passages dealt with in my paper, only one, viz. Rom. 16, 17.18 received careful attention. The 
rest, among them Matth. 7, 15; 1 Cor. 3, 9-15; Gal. 1, 6-9; Phil. 3, 2. 18. 19; 2 Thess. 3, 6-15; 1 
Tim. 6, 3-5; Titus 3, 10. 11; 2 Pet. 2, lss; 2 John 10, 11, were summarily disposed of with the 
statement that “Dr. Brux interpreted all other passages in the light of his conception of Rom. 16, 
17s” (Official Minutes, p. 13). 

“d) The resolutions of October 12, 1932, decreeing my dismissal from the service in case I 
should continue to hold my position, were passed eight days before I had received the 
Minutes, which contained the first official statement of the Board to me respecting its 
interpretation of Rom. 16, 17. 18, and which I had requested for study before stating whether 
I could agree with the Board or not. This first written statement of the Board on Rom. 16, 17. 
18, being the report of the first official oral presentation of that position, thus came to me not as 
a brotherly attempt to clear up the difference on the basis of the Scriptures, and to which I 
might therefore reply in the hope of being heard in case I should, on Scriptural grounds, be 
unable to agree, but as an ultimatum to accept the Board’s view or be dismissed from service. 

“e) To my communication of October 23, 1932, in which I set forth, after careful study of the 
Minutes of the meeting of the Plenary Board of October 11, the untenability, on Scriptural 
grounds, of the Board’s interpretation of Rom. 16, 17. 18, and protested against being judged by 
‘the accepted Scriptural position of our Synod’ rather than by the Scriptures alone, I have 
received no reply to date. 

“f) To my proposals for a practical agreement the Plenary Board, on Nov. 21, 1932, replied 
that they are not acceptable. No reason is given (except it be that I have not seen my way clear 
to change my position), nor is a counterproposal made (except it be: recant!)”. 

Does this record of facts look like “no lack of effort on the part of the Board to try to 
understand Dr. Brux’ views and to convince him that he ought to change his position”? 

2) On page 4 of its “Statement” the Board wrote: “The question here proposed is not merely 
an exegetical, but a doctrinal one. We hold that Dr. Brux’ view violates the serious warnings 
contained in Holy Scriptures against 


18 



doctrinal errors and false teachers. Such warnings we find, f. i., in Jer. 23, 31ss; Gal. 5, 9; Gal. 1, 
9; Acts 20, 29, 30; Rom. 16, 17; 1 Tim. 6, 3ss. Even if there may be doubt as to the full 
scope and application of some of these passages, on one point there can be no doubt; they 
all warn against false teaching and make departure from the revealed truth a very serious 
matter.” 

I replied: “As a matter of fact, I am in full agreement with the Board that the Bible 
passages referred to ‘all warn against false teaching and make departure from the revealed 
truth a very serious matter’, and that doctrinal error is a ‘harmful factor’. That has never 
been a point of difference between the Board and me, and it ought not to be 
represented as such to others in order to make out a case against me. The heart of the 
controversy has been, and is still, as stated in the second-last paragraph of the introductory 
page of my paper: "Where I differ from the current theory and practice of our Synod, I do so with 
the conviction that the theory and practice of our Synod is unscriptural, inasmuch as it exceeds 
Scriptural limits and bounds. It is my conviction that in the matter of prayer with Christians of 
other denominations our Synod applies texts in violation of the essentials of text and 
context, and errs fundamentally (basically) in treating joint prayer with Christians of other 
denominations as under all circumstances forming a part of church-(denominational) fellowship 
and therefore involving unionism.’ Respecting the principles set forth by Dr. Walther in his 
theses (Appendix C of my paper), I wrote, p. 9 of the Appendix: ‘To Dr. Walther’s 15 theses 
found L. u. W. 14 (1868), pp. 318, 319, I agree wholeheartedly’. .. Respecting theses 2, 3, 4, 9 I 
wrote: Permit me to state again that I wholeheartedly agree to the principles themselves that 
are mentioned in theses 2, 3, 4, and 9, and that my disagreement affects only the application 
of these principles.’ Among the theses to which I agree are the following: ‘The church must take 
issue against every departure from the teaching of the Word of God, be it on the part of teachers 
or so-called laymen, on the part of individuals or of whole denominations.’ (Thesis VIII). ‘They 
who determinately (lit. stiffneckedly) depart from the Word of God, whatever it may concern, 
are to be excluded from the church’ (Thesis IX). ‘The fact that the militant church does not 
attain a greater degree of unity than a fundamental unity does not prove that any error 
contrary to the Word of God can enjoy the same right in the church as truth, or is to be 
tolerated’ (Thesis X). 

“Why then try to shift the point of controversy, and shift it to something that has no 
existence in what I have written in the paper? 

“The, point of controversy then is still the proper exegesis and application of the pertinent 
Bible passages. It must necessarily be so, even when the question is one of doctrine. Exegesis 
and application of a Bible passage are not dependent on doctrine, but doctrine is 
always dependent on the exegesis and application of a passage according to sound 
hermeneutical principles. How can there be doubt concerning ‘the full scope and 
application of some of these passages’, and at the same time certainty in regard to the 
full scope and application of the doctrine derived from these passages? 

“Of the Bible passages which my view is held to violate, Acts 20, 29, 30 has never been 
presented to me by the Board, and Rom. 16, 17 is divorced from its context, viz. from v. 18. 
Besides, Rom. 16, 17; 1 Tim. 6, 3ss, and Gal. 5, 9 are under dispute in the paper. All alike are 
inapplicable to my views as set forth in the essay. If words of the Scriptures may be taken out of 
their context, or applied in violation of the text and context, one can prove anything, even that 
the Bible states that ‘there is no God’.” 

Under date of Dec. 26, 1932, Dr. Brand sent the following communication to me in reply to 
my plea of Dec. 8, referred to above: 

“Your communication of Dec. 8, 1932, was read and given careful attention by the Board of 
Foreign Missions. It was resolved that the information to which you point on page 9, paragraphs 
1-3, has already been given to you in our various meetings and especially in our ‘Statement’ of 
Dec. 8, 1932, also that we cannot accept the suggestion stated in paragraph 5a. 

“In order, however, to show our good will, we are ready to grant a Fiduciary Committee as- 
provided for in our Synodal-handbuch, page 27. In agreement with our accepted procedure we 
suggest a committee of three, one member of which is to be appointed by you, one by the Board 
of Foreign Missions, and these two are 
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then to agree on the third; all three members of the committee must be acceptable to you and to 
the Board.” 

The Board thus rejected my plea that it give a proper third party opportunity to review the 
case before putting the resolutions of Oct. 12 into effect, and insisted on being plaintiff, judge, 
and jury in its own case against me. How one is to estimate the Board’s ‘good will’ in agreeing to 
a Fiduciary Committee is best seen from the way in which it treated the unanimous 
recommendation of the Fiduciary Committee for a reopening of the case, related on p. 24. 

I replied to the above letter under date of Dec. 30, 1932, as follows: 

“1) The requests made on page 9 of my communication to the Board dated December 8, 
1932, are not met by the Board’s resolving that ‘the information has been given', but only by the 

actual supplying of the information. 

“2) Your ‘Statement’ of Dec. 8, 1932, does not give the requested information. Besides, this 
document is not addressed to me, but to those ‘who either protested against, or in some other 
way disapproved of your action’, and conveyed information to them concerning me. A copy was 
sent to me by way of informing me of what you had written in reply to the protesting brethren. 
How can a document addressed to these brethren be referred to by you as evidence for your 
claim that you have given to me the information requested ? 

“3) Your refusal to accept the plea that in fairness and justice the execution of your 
resolution of October 12 be stayed is a sad testimony to your unwillingness to do the brotherly 
and Christian thing. 

“4) I did not, under 5a, page 9, apply to the Board for a committee, but requested that the 
Board give a committee opportunity to function before the resolutions of October 12 be carried 
into effect, and stated what kind of a committee 1 had in mind. Furthermore, it is not within the 
province of the Board to ‘grant a Fiduciary Committee as provided for in our Synodal-handbuch, 
page 27’, but this power belongs to the President of Synod.* I cannot, therefore, regard the 
statement that ‘we are ready to grant a Fiduciary Committee as provided for in our Synodal- 
handbuch, page 27’ as evidence of your ‘good will’, especially when each of my five pleas has 
been denied. 

“With deep disappointment in you as my Christian brethren over the attitude you have 
shown toward my pleas, I am, sincerely yours, I etc.” 

With the Board’s reply of Dec. 26 to my letter of Dec. 8 in hand, I was in a position to give 
answer to the Board’s letter of Dec. 8, and did so, under date of Jan. 2, 1933, as follows: 

“In accordance with my letter of December 9, 1932, in which I stated that I would answer 
your letter of December 8, 1932, re publishing notice of my suspension, after having received 
your reply to my communication of December 8,1 now make the following brief reply: 

“I contest the right of the Foreign Mission Board to undertake to file notice of suspension 
for publication in the official church papers. In the By-laws of the Constitution of Synod 
(Synodical Handbook, pp. 27, 28, section E) it is clearly laid down that notice of suspension must 
be issued by the President of the District of which the person to be suspended is a member, and 
nowhere is a Synodical Board given the power to do so. Besides, it is a matter of common 
parliamentary procedure that only that body can sever relationship which has established it. I 
have been received into Synod through membership in the South Wisconsin District, and my 
suspension can proceed from that body only. If the Board desires my suspension, Synodical 
procedure requires that action be instituted through the Officers of the South Wisconsin 
District. 

“I am forwarding to the President of Synod a protest (copy attached) against the Board’s 
arrogating to itself a right which, by constitutional law, belongs exclusively to the Districts of 
Synod and to Synod itself.” 

On the same day I sent the following protest to the President of Synod: 

“Under date of December 8, 1932 (see attached copy of letter) notice was issued to me by 
the Board of Foreign Missions of its intention to publish in the official church papers notice of 
my suspension from office. 


* Should be: District President. 
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“According to the By-laws of the Constitution of Synod (Synodical Handbook, pp. 27, 28, 
section E) the right to issue such notice of suspension belongs to the President of the District of 
which the person to be suspended is a member, and nowhere is such right given to a Synodical 
Board. 

“I therefore contest the right of the Board of Foreign Missions to undertake to file for 
publication in the official church papers notice of my suspension, and vigorously protest against 
the Board’s arrogating this right to itself. 

“I appeal to your good offices to see that the regular Synodical procedure will be observed.” 

On this day I also applied to the President of Synod for a Fiduciary Committee, as follows: 

“Since the Board of Foreign Missions, in its resolutions of October 12, 1932, has dismissed 
me from its service, for insufficient reasons and in an unfair manner, as I believe, and since all 
further negotiations with the Board have proved of no avail, I hereby notify you of my desire to 
have my entire case submitted to a Confidential Committee in accordance with the provisions of 
the By-laws of the Constitution of Synod (Synodical Handbook, pp. 28, 29, section F).” 

Being informed by the President of Synod that Synod, in 1929, had ruled that the word 
“President” in par. 3, p. 28, of the Synodical Handbook refers to the District President, I referred 
my appeal to Rev. Boerger, the President of the South Wisconsin District, of which 1 am a 
member. The latter then undertook to direct the organization of the Confidential Committee. 
While my representative on this Committee, Dr. W. H. T. Dau, had been proposed to the Board 
as early as January 13, 1933, and was shortly after declared accepted, the Board failed to secure 
its representative till fully two months later, viz. March 23, and the third member was not 
chosen till April 24. The members of the committee agreed to meet in Chicago on May 18, 1933. 

Though my case was up for review by a Fiduciary Committee, the President of Synod, at a 
meeting of the District Presidents in St. Louis in January, 1933, announced to the District 
Presidents that I am unrecommendable and ineligible for a call. This declaration must be 
viewed in the light of the advice given later by him to the Board of Foreign Missions to reject the 
unanimous recommendation of the Fiduciary Committee for a reopening of the case. See p. 20. 
The President’s announcement under these circumstances is thus a clear violation of the 
Synodical Constitution and its By-laws (Synodical Handbook, p. 6, Art. XI, par. 1; p. 19, par. 4), 
which confer authority to declare unrecommendable or ineligible on the District Presidents only 
(Synodical Handbook, p. 27 E; also p. 9, par. 8). Besides, how can a person justly be pronounced 
unrecommendable or ineligible before the case has even been laid before that body (District 
Officials) which alone is authorized to make such a declaration? 

In the meantime, the Board had issued, under date of March 27, 1933, a “Second 
Statement of the Board of Foreign Missions on the Case of Dr. A. A. Brux”. I issued a “Reply” 
under date of April 6, 1933. This “Second Statement” of the Board revealed, in an astonishing 
manner, the principles according to which the Board had dealt with me and my paper. Since 
these principles of procedure, as pointed out in my “Reply”, call for very serious thought on the 
part of every member of Synod, and for most earnest statements of disapprobation on the part of 
all who see what these principles involve and whither they lead, I deem it my duty to call 
attention to them here. 

1) In attempting to defend the failure to reply to my communication of March 11, 1932, 
the Board declared on page 2 of its “Second Statement”: “That 

no formal reply was drawn up was due to the circumstance that the conclusions reached by Dr. 
Brux were the same as in his essay on ‘Prayer and Unionism’.” As if the fact that my 
conclusions did not please the Board made it superfluous for the Board to examine the evidence, 
and even justified the Board in ignoring the arguments set forth in this document! I stated in 
my “Reply”: 

“It appears that the Board concerns itself with conclusions only, and not with the evidence 
on which the conclusions rest.... If the conclusions presented are not what the Board a priori 
thinks they ought to be, the Scriptural evidence adduced appears to them unworthy of 
consideration or refutation. This is certainly a very convenient way to dispose of unwelcome 
facts, but whither will such a procedure lead its advocates and Synod ? Did popery ever show 
itself 
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more unwilling to face evidence that leads to a conclusion other than the ‘accepted’ position?” 

That these words of criticism are not too strong, may be seen from the following declaration 
by the Board found on p. 5 of the “Second Statement”: “Every member of the Board could in a 
short time settle for himself the question whether he could agree with Dr. Brux or not. We are 
willing to grant that in order to evaluate every detail of argument and scholarship which Dr. 
Brux submits, one has to read his essay. But we are not willing to admit that one has to 
read his essay in order to establish whether his doctrinal position is right or wrong.” 
And on p. 4, the Board has frankly admitted that “naturally not every Scripture passage 
mentioned in his lengthy essay had been examined in the meetings of the Board.” 

Suffice it that I repeat what I wrote in my "Reply”: 

“It is certainly a matter for deep regret, and, at the same time, a matter of grave concern for 
every member of Synod, that the Board, as Synod’s representative in this matter, should declare 
its adherence to a principle which, in matters of doctrine and conscience, refuses to investigate 
the Scriptural reasons presented for a given position, but believes itself capable of passing 
judgment a priori on merely hearing that position, i. e. the conclusions arrived at. May God 
hasten the day when Synod and the Board will, in unequivocal language, repudiate such a 
principle. For, “does our law condemn the accused without first hearing what he has to say, and 
finding out what he has done?” (John 7, 51)—a principle which in the present case implies the 
necessity of making a careful examination of the Scriptural basis for the conclusions arrived 
at. Surely, in matters concerning doctrine and conscience it is imperative to investigate 
carefully the entire Scriptural argument on which the conclusions are based. Even apart from 
principles of fairness and justice, Christian brotherly love ought to require this. Anything less 
than that is an unbrotherly refusal to hear the evidence.—And yet the Board boldly admits that 
it is on such a principle that it has condemned me!” 

2) In discussing the power and authority of the Board to dismiss me under the existing 
circumstances, the Board declared on p. 3 of its “Second Statement”: "Frankly, we cannot 
understand the pertinence of the criticism of Dr. Brux when he says: ‘The challenge of Synod’s 
position on this matter belongs before Synod, and only Synod alone can dispose of it’. Are we 
to tolerate a missionary in our service, who teaches erroneous views, just because he challenges 
Synod’s doctrinal position in the controverted questions?” 

I pointed out in my “Reply”: “Synod being pledged to the principle that not human symbols 
or ‘accepted’ positions, but the Scriptures only can be the judge in matters of Scriptural doctrine 
and practice*, as is set forth clearly in the introductory paragraphs of the Epitome of the 
Formula of Concord, Triglot, pp. 777, 779, the Board of Foreign Missions, as Synod’s 
representative, is held to observe the same fundamental principle and, therefore, has 
no right to settle, or to attempt to settle, a question involving Scriptural doctrine and 
practice, on the basis of the ‘accepted’ Scriptural position of Synod, when the 
Scripturalness of that position is challenged by a brother in the interest of correcting 
an unscriptural theory and practice, but is in duty bound to institute such a 
procedure as will lead to a settlement on the basis of the Scriptures alone. This the 
Board has not done. Instead, it has taken refuge behind the ‘accepted’ position of Synod, while at 
the same time it has failed to refute the Scriptural evidence presented, or to prove that the 
‘accepted’ position which it advocates is Scriptural. Moreover, by rejecting the proposals of Nov. 
5, 1932, one of which was that the matter be submitted to Synod, the Board has definitely 
refused to institute the only procedure by which, in line with the principle of the Formula of 
Concord referred to above, settlement of the issue on the basis of the Scriptures may be obtained, 
viz. by submitting the issue to Synod for a careful study of the Scriptural evidence. At the end of 
the paragraph the Board indeed writes of referring my case ‘for final settlement to the Synod’, 
but in the nature of the present situation, and in line with the attitude shown by the Board thus 
far, this evidently means only the submitting of its report of action to Synod, not the submitting 
of the issue itself, which is quite another matter. The only way in which the issue 


* Constitution, Art. II, 1: "The Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments as the written Word of God and 
the only rule and norm of faith and of practice.” Also Art. VIII, C: “All matters of doctrine and of 
conscience shall be decided only by the Word of God.” 
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itself can now be brought before Synod is by an appeal on my part, or on the part of other 
brethren who regard the issue as important. Moreover, the issue will now have to be fought out 
in a controversial way, instead of in an atmosphere of calm consideration such as would have 
resulted from a mutual submittal of the issue to Synod, as was proposed in my letter of Nov. 5, 
1932. Hence my criticism that the challenge of Synod’s position on this matter belongs before 
Synod, and only Synod alone can dispose of it. This does not prevent the Board from taking 
‘appropriate’ action, i. e. action which will do justice to the issue itself, as well as to all concerned 
in it, though it does bar the Board from taking unfair, unjust, and premature action, action 
which attempts to rule the issue out by assuming the correctness of Synod’s position without 
first proving it, and which summarily cancels a divine call to India for reasons not recognized in 
the Scriptures, nor, for that matter, in our Confessional Writings.” 

To this I would add: The Lutheran Church, as the Church of the Reformation and the 
Church of the open Bible, is, by rejecting the infallibility of the Church, and of church councils, 
and of church confessions, and subjecting all these to the norm of the Scriptures, inherently 
pledged to reformation whenever a departure from the Scriptures can be shown, and it is 
therefore also inherently pledged to consider carefully all Scripture arguments advanced by a 
brother in the interest of correcting an unscriptural theory and practice which has crept into the 
church. For the Lutheran Church, so pledged by birth and heritage, an appeal to the ‘accepted’ 
position of Synod as the decisive factor in a matter of Scriptural doctrine and practice is as 
unthinkable as it is for that church to give up the Sola Scriptura (the Scriptures alone) as the 
supreme norm. Sola Scriptura has as its corollary a fallible church, a church which on earth 
never gets beyond being capable of correction or reformation. Well has Dr. Walther (L. u. W., 
1868, p. 66) said: “To be sure, the church has never attained a higher degree of unity in doctrine 
than a fundamental unity, and only an enthusiastic (schwaermerischer) Chiliast could hope that 
the church will ever attain a higher degree.”* The church must, therefore, always show itself 
amenable to correction and reformation on the basis of the Scriptures, and should welcome every 
sincere attempt to point out unscriptural theory and practice. The Board, however, instead of 
showing such an attitude, and instead of instituting a procedure whereby my challenge of the 
correctness of Synod’s position would be laid before Synod for calm and prayerful study, has 
tried to prevent this by ousting me, and has virtually declared as its guiding principle that when 
a brother challenges Synod’s position on the basis of the Scriptures, the brother must be asked 
to recant, and if he does not see his way clear to do this, he must be put out. No matter that the 
brother promises to “act in accordance with our Missouri Lutheran principles till a decision shall 
have been reached”! No matter that he makes fair proposals for a modus vivendi pending 
disposal of the issue by Synod! No one dare challenge Synod’s position and remain in office. He 
must be put out before the challenge even comes before Synod and Synod has had a chance to 
examine it! Huss must be burned before there has even been a Council of Constance! And this 
happens in the Lutheran Church, the Church of the Reformation! 

In this “Second Statement”, the Board gave also a clear statement of its position on the 
doctrinal and practical question involved. On page 5 it declared: “He (Dr. Brux) holds that we 
may and ought to have Prayer-fellowship with Christians of other denominations provided no 
offence is given and no false impression created; we deny this.” 

The Board concluded its “Second Statement” with the remark: “We ought to add that Dr. 
Brux has now asked for a Confidential Committee to review his case, and our prayer is that the 
work of this committee will not be in vain.” A strange commentary on this prayer appears later 
in the action of the Board with respect to the unanimous recommendation of the Fiduciary 
Committee (p. 24). 

The Fiduciary Committee met, as scheduled, in Chicago on May 18, 1933, and was in session 
three full days. The following is the official report: 

“REPORT OF THE FIDUCIARY COMMITTEE, ORGANIZED TO EXAMINE THE 
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE BOARD OF FOREIGN MISSIONS AND DR. A. BRUX, 
MEETING AT CHICAGO, ILL., ON MAY 18th, 19th, AND 20th, 1933. 

“The Fiduciary Committee, organized to examine the differences that have arisen between 
Dr. A. Brux and his Board of Foreign Missions, reports with 


* Dr. Walther is referring here to the Lutheran Church as a confessional church. 
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regret that it has been unable to arrive at a unanimous conclusion as regards the doctrinal 
differences between Dr. A. Brux and the Board. 

“The Committee, however, is unanimous in the conviction that in the important issue that 
has been created, a fraternal discussion of the points in controversy should be continued. And 
the committee suggests that for such discussion with Dr. Brux the Board choose one of its 
members and one who is not a member of the Board, the latter to be agreeable to Dr. Brux.” 

Signed:H. DAIB 

THEO. LAETSCH W. 

H. T. DAU. 

I have the permission of Dr. Dau and President Daib to state that in their review of the case 
they were wholly unconvinced of the Scripturalness of the Board’s position, both as to 
interpretation and as to procedure, while they were, on the contrary, impressed by 
my position as being fully in accord with the Scriptures. 

On May 30 Dr. Dau visited President Pfotenhauer and endeavored to point out to him the 
injustice of the Board’s action against me, but to no avail. 

“The Board of Foreign Missions has subjected both the report of the Conhands on May 30, 
1933. No doubt the Board received its copy by the same date. One would expect that a Christian 
Board would act at once on the report in order to let me know whether it will accept the 
recommendation of the Confidential Committee or not. so that I might know what to do; for I 
was without salary since November 30, 1932, and needed to know what action the Board would 
take in response to the report of the Confidential Committee. Instead, weeks passed, over a 
month passed, without word from the Board. On June 23 President Boerger had written to Dr. 
Brand and urged action. On June 29 the South Wisconsin District Pastoral Conference sent a 
message to the Board of Foreign Missions, urging that the Board, either itself or through others, 
provide me with means of livelihood until the case shall have been disposed of. Under date of 
July 5 President Boerger sent a communication to Dr. Brand, stating that further delay ought 
not to occur, and that every additional delay becomes more and more indefensible. 

Again weeks passed. 

On July 18. President Boerger and I had an interview with Dr. Pfotenhauer in River Forest 
for the purpose of having him expedite the matter; but to no avail. While Dr. Pfotenhauer agreed 
that the delay appeared to be unwarranted, he did not, as Synod’s officer, who is charged with 
the supervision of Synod’s boards, offer to take the matter up with the Board, but urged me to do 
this. When I urged the injustice that was being done, he refused to enter into any discussion of 
the matter, declaring that he could not discuss the case, but would discuss only further 
procedure that might be necessary, e. g. a possible appeal to the South Wisconsin District, or to 
Synod, or an application for a Synodical Committee. 

Finally, under date of July 29, Dr. Brand informed President Boerger of the Board’s action 
as follows (translated from the German): 

“The Board of Foreign Missions has subjected both the Report of the Confidential 
Committee in the Brux case and the petition of the Honorable South Wisconsin District Pastoral 
Conference to a renewed careful consideration and resolved: 

1) To enter into no new negotiations with Dr. A. A. Brux, because it considers these to 
be unpromising (aussichtslos); 

2) To desist from further financial assistance of Dr. Brux.” 

While the recommendations of a Confidential Committee, in their very nature, are not 
mandatory, but are given as Christian brotherly advice that is based on an unbiased 
investigation, and therefore on justice, one is astonished to see a Christian Board reject the 
unanimous recommendation of men in whom it had placed its confidence as a proper third 
party to review the case, and to do this for no other reason than the subjective opinion that 
further negotiations would be unpromising. Even more astonishing is it that this should be done 
in a case which concerns Scriptural doctrine and practice, and after having made the declaration 
(conclusion of “Second Statement”): “Our prayer is that 
the work of this committee will not be in vain”! 

The seriousness of the situation is enhanced by the fact that these negotia 
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tions concern the divine call which Synod, in 1923, extended to me through the Board of Foreign 
Missions. 

The implications of a divine call are set forth very clearly by Dr. Walther on p. 41 of his 
Pastorale (translated from the German): “If it is in reality God who calls the preachers, then the 
congregations are but the instruments for selecting the persons for the task to which God has 
called them (Acts 13, 2). When this has been done, the preacher is in God’s service and office, 
and no creature can depose or dismiss His servant from office, unless it be proved that God 
Himself has deposed and dismissed him (Jer. 15, 19; compare with Hos. 4, 6), in which case the 
congregation does not really depose or dismiss him, but only executes the manifest deposal or 
dismissal of God. If the congregation does so nevertheless, then the congregation, which is only 
the instrument, makes itself lord of the office (Mt. 23, 8; compare with 2 Tim. 4, 2-3) and 
interferes in God’s government and management.” 

What is said above of congregations, applies with equal force to Synod and its Board of 
Foreign Missions, because they are, in the last instance, acting for all of the individual 
congregations of Synod. By dismissing me from service, the Board has cancelled the divine call 
which was extended to me in 1923, has, in other words, undertaken to execute “the manifest 
deposal and dismissal of God,” as Walther puts it. One should expect that the Board would be 
able to give clear proof of the justice and necessity for such an act, proof which will convince not 
only the Board itself, but other faithful and loyal Lutherans as well, above all the members of 
the Fiduciary Committee in whom the Board, together with me, placed full confidence for a 
thorough and just investigation and for an unbiased verdict. But what are the actual facts? As 
stated above, both Dr. Dau and President Daib were wholly unconvinced of the Scripturalness of 
the Board’s position on interpretation, and all three were unconvinced of the correctness of the 
Board’s procedure, and therefore the three members were unanimous in their recommendation 
that a fraternal discussion of the points in the controversy should be continued. Evidently “the 
manifest deposal or dismissal of God,” which the Board felt called upon to execute, was not very 
apparent. Yet the Board proceeded as if there were no shadow of a doubt about the correctness of 
its position, and rejected the well-considered opinion of the Fiduciary Committee on the wholly 
subjective ground that it considers further negotiations to be unpromising, as if demands of 
fairness and justice could be brushed aside for such a reason. Such is the way in which the 
divine call extended by Synod to one of its foreign missionaries is dealt with by the Board of 
Foreign Missions and its General Secretary. 

The Board’s rejection of the unanimous recommendation of the Fiduciary Committee now 
made it necessary for me to take steps to lay my case before Synod. The possibility of doing this 
through a Synodical Committee, as provided by Synod in 1932 (Proceedings, 1932, p. 167) and 
suggested by President Pfotenhauer, was carefully investigated. To my question, in a letter to 
President Pfotenhauer under date of August 11, 1933: “Is an appeal from the decision of such a 
Synodical Committee to Synod itself possible or not?” I received the reply, under date of August 
14, 1933: “From above resolution follows that you could not appeal to Synod from the decision of 
the committee, because the committee represents Synod. You could, however, not being satisfied 
with the decision of the committee, ask Synod to again consider your case. When appellants 
approached Synod in former years the second time, Synod always took some action.” 

This ruling made it plain that such a Synodical Committee is not a device for settling a case 
out of court. It is the court, and the highest court at that. Applying to Synod for a 
reconsideration, after its official representative committee has decided a case, is far different 
from appealing to Synod as the highest court from the verdict of a lower court. Besides, my case 
concerns Scriptural doctrine and practice. By submitting my case to a Synodical Committee such 
as was proposed to me by Dr. Pfotenhauer, I would, by act, agree to a principle against which 
every true Lutheran will feel bound in duty to protest, viz. the principle that a group of men 
appointed by the President of Synod has the right and authority to settle doctrine and practice 
for, and in the name of, Synod, and that their verdict in these matters must stand, 
unappealable, as the verdict of Synod itself. This fact made it utterly impossible for me to make 
use of such a Synodical Committee for a more rapid adjudication of the case. Other well- 
informed brethren whom I consulted were of the same opinion. 
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Accordingly, when on September 8, 1933, President Boerger urged me to submit a 
statement that might enable him to negotiate with President Pfotenhauer, I replied, under 
date of September 9: 

“I have given considerable thought to the matter which you broached to me last evening, 
and have arrived at the following conclusions regarding the course which I am bound, in 
Christian duty, to take. 

“1. Since the Board of Foreign Missions has rejected my proposals of November 5, 1932, 
without attempting to show me why these proposals are unsatisfactory; since the Board has 
furthermore dismissed me and has closed the case in a most unjust manner; and since the 
Board has also rejected the unanimous recommendation of the Confidential Committee, I 
have no proposals to make. All that remains for me to do is to appeal my case to Synod and to 
place the necessary material into the hands of all of our pastors and congregations. 

“2. A detailed history of the case with a list of 22 charges against the Board of Foreign 
Missions and its General Secretary, and 2 charges against the President of Synod, is ready 
for publication and is to go to press in a few days, i. e. as soon as suitable bids for printing 
shall have been received. 

“3. I am ready to hold off the printing and publication of this material for two weeks to 
await the results of your negotiations. 

“4. If the negotiations will not result in an honoring of the unanimous recommendation 
of the Confidential Committee and in a brotherly reopening of the case, I shall be constrained 
to proceed at once with the printing and publication of the material referred to above. 

“Please do not construe the above as a threat, but take it as what it is meant to be, viz. 
as a straight-forward statement regarding my definite intentions, which is given with a view 
to stave off at the last moment, if possible, the publication of the unsavory details of the 
procedure adopted against me.” 

This statement led to an interview of President Boerger, Rev. Grother, and Rev. Grueber 
with President Pfotenhauer on September 21. Dr. Pfotenhauer was shown from my paper 
that his view of my position is erroneous and not in accord with the clear statements of my 
paper. He admitted that he had advised the Board of Foreign Missions to reject the 
recommendation of the Fiduciary Committee. When asked that he now prevail upon the 
Board to rescind its last resolution and to reopen the case, he indicated that he did not feel 
that he could encourage the Board now to reopen the case, after he himself had given the 
opposite advice, and asked them to approach the Board. If the Board, on being approached by 
the Officers of the South Wisconsin District, should again ask his advice, he would not again 
counsel against a reopening. 

The slight hope offered by the above-mentioned interview with President Pfotenhauer 
led the Officials of the South Wisconsin District, President Boerger, Vice-President Grother, 
and Vice-President Eggers (the last-named being also member-at-large of the Board of 
Foreign Missions), to petition the Board, under date of October 2, 1933, for a reopening of the 
case, on the following grounds: 

“It is evident and patent that in our own midst men decidedly differ with respect to the 
Bible passages adduced by Dr. Brux, especially with respect to Rom. 16, 17-18. Thus Prof. 
Bartling, for instance, read a very thorough paper on this passage before the College 
Conference in Milwaukee, to which also Professors Hardt and Koehneke and others agreed, 
which directly opposed the position taken by Dr. Kretzmann on this passage as published in 
his article in the Theological Monthly, and Prof. Bartling and others have not at all been 
shaken in their contrary opinion through reading that article.* 

“It is, furthermore, generally known, at least in our District...., that the Fiduciary 
Committee has unanimously recommended that the status quo ante be restored and 
negotiations with Dr. Brux be resumed.” (Translation from the German original.) 

To this plea the Board replied, in a communication under date of November 2, 

1933, to Rev. Boerger, Rev. Grother, and Rev. Eggers, in the following words taken from the 
Minutes of the Board meeting of October 30, 1933: 

“Concerning the overture of the South Wisconsin District Officials in the Brux case, the 
members-at-large have sent us their views with the exception, naturally, of Pastor Eggers, 
who is himself one of the Officials of that District, 


* Dr. Kretzmann's article appeared months after Prof. Bartling had read his paper. His paper 
was therefore not "directly opposed” to Prof. Kretzmann’s article, but Prof. Kretzmann's article was 
held by Prof. Bartling and others to have missed the point at issue. 
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With one exception all brethren are of the opinion that the case of Dr. Brux no longer belongs 
before our forum. The following resolution was passed: 

“Resolved, that we respectfully inform the Officials of the South Wisconsin District that we 
have carefully considered their overture of October 2, 1933, and that in view of the fact that we 
have dealt sufficiently patiently, frequently, and untiringly with Dr. Brux, and 

“Furthermore, in view of the fact that we have no hope of convincing him of his error, 

“We decline to reopen discussions with him, and 

“We hold it is the duty of the brethren in the South Wisconsin District, of which he is a 
member, to deal fraternally with him." 

Is it not strange that the Board should now, of a sudden, declare that “the case of Dr. Brux 
no longer belongs before our forum?" Does this mean that the Board considers its verdict quite 
infallible, and therefore unalterable, even though protesting brethren, a Fiduciary Committee, 
District Officials, and even members of the Board itself (Rev. Eggers and at least one other 
member) should see the injustice involved and plead for a reopening of the case? Is this not a 
deplorable situation in Christian procedure in Synod? Is it not, apparently, a manifest attempt 
on the part of the Board to pass its own responsibility to right the wrong which it has committed 
on to Synod? And is it not exceedingly strange that in the face of the facts given on p. 18 of this 
History, the Board should still speak of “the fact that we have dealt sufficiently patiently, 
frequently, and untiringly with Dr. Brux”? Is perhaps the manner in which the Board dealt with 
the numerous protests of the brethren, with the unanimous recommendation of the Fiduciary 
Committee, and with the plea of the Officials of the South Wisconsin District, and of members of 
the Board itself, to provide a practical commentary on what the Board understands by dealing 
“sufficiently patiently, frequently, and untiringly?” And again, how strange is it not that the 
Board should now refer the duty of “dealing' fraternally" with me to the South Wisconsin 
District, when, as a matter of fact, the Board had long ago, by notifying the District Presidents of 
Synod (either directly or through Dr. Pfotenhauer) of my being unrecommendable or ineligible 
for office, usurped the power and authority given by Synod to District Officials only (Synodical 
Handbook, p. 27; also p. 9, par. 8), and thus had attempted to bind the hands of the District 
Officials and to make them walk along the line marked out for them by the Board? These are 
questions that Synod should ponder. 

However, efforts to lead the Board and President Pfotenhauer to see the injustice involved 
in their course of procedure did not cease. On .November 17, 1933, two brethren of Milwaukee 
had a long interview with Dr. Pfotenhauer concerning my case. They urged the unfairness and 
injustice done by the Board. Dr. Pfotenhauer admitted that the Board might have been wrong in 
its procedure. Yet, while it is his duty, according to the Constitution (Synodical Handbook, p. 
18), to supervise the actions of Synod’s Boards, he has failed to do his obvious duty. 

Again, on December 19, 1933, President Boerger laid before Dr. Pfotenhauer a series of 
theses covering the vital issue of Prayer-fellowship, to which also Rev. Eggers and Rev. Grother 
agreed, and to which I was willing to subscribe, to show that my position is not unscriptural, but 
to no avail. 

This led me to write the following letter to President Boerger under date of December 28, 
1933: 

“Since your conference with Dr. Pfotenhauer on December 19 has neither resulted in any 
definite progress, nor provided a basis for any justifiable hope that substantial progress may be 
looked for in the near future, and since you no doubt recognize that a continuance of the present 
unfair situation created for me by the Board of Foreign Missions is neither desirable, nor 
justifiable on any Christian grounds, I herewith respectfully approach you, together with the two 
Vice-Presidents and the Visitor of this Circuit (as provided for in Chapter E, par. 1, p. 27 of the 
Synodical Handbook), to take immediate and definite action with respect to me, with a view 
either to uphold my eligibility for office, or to declare me ineligible, and to make your decision 
known to the Presidents of the various Districts of Synod. 

“May I have your final decision no later than January 10, 1934?" 

Various negotiations with the above-mentioned Officials of the District en- 
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sued, with the result that the latter decided to ask for a meeting with the Plenary Board of 
Foreign Missions for January 30, 1934, and requested me to draw up a letter enabling them to 
plead in my behalf. This letter, dated January 18, 1934, and accepted by the Officials as 
satisfactory, follows: 

Dear Brethren in Christ: 

“I herewith come before you with a fraternal request for your kind help and intercession in 
the unfortunate impasse which has developed between the Board of Foreign Missions and 
myself. 

“You are aware that the Board of Foreign Missions, by its resolutions of October 12, 1932, 
dismissed me from mission service, on the alleged ground of erring Scripturally in my paper on 
“Christian Prayer and Unionism,” without producing clear proof of such error. 

‘You are furthermore aware that this action was taken in spite of the fact that on 
November 18, 1931, when I had requested that my paper be subjected to “a more careful study 
than could be done heretofore, e. g. by chosen men of the Seminary Faculty,” I had stated, over 
my signature: “Since the period of study may extend over a year or more, and it is natural that 
the status quo of practice be maintained in the meantime, I promise to act in accordance with 
our Missouri Lutheran principles till a decision shall have been reached,” and had thereby 
shown that I was perfectly willing to honor Synod’s conscience in the matter during the time 
that the paper would be studied. 

‘You know, likewise, that the proposals which I submitted to the Board of Foreign Missions 
under date of November 5, 1932, and which, in a fair and brotherly way, viz. by keeping both 
Synod’s and my conscience inviolate, sought to establish a basis for a Christian arrangement to 
continue in the work during the time that the matter would lie before Synod, were rejected by 
the Board without slating why these proposals are not fair and acceptable. 

‘You know, too, that the resolutions of October 12, 1932, went into effect on October 31, 
1932, solely because I was unable, on the basis of the Scriptures as set forth in my 
communication to the Board under date of October 29, 1932, to meet the stipulation of the Board 
either to retract my position, or to withdraw my paper, and that my proposals of November 5, 
1932, were rejected for the same reason of not meeting the above stipulation of the Board, as 
was indicated in a letter of the Board dated November 23, 1932. 

‘You are also well acquainted with the fact that the Fiduciary Committee was unanimous 
in its disapproval of the procedure adopted by the Board of Foreign Missions, and in its 
recommendation that ‘a fraternal discussion of the points in controversy should be continued,’ 
and that the Board of Foreign Missions rejected the recommendation for the sole reason that it 
holds further negotiations to be unpromising. 

“The actions of the Board of Foreign Missions referred to above arc manifestly unfair and 
unjust and, therefore, not in accord with Christian brotherly procedure, for these reasons: 

“1. It is unfair and unjust to demand either a revocation of my position, or a withdrawal of 
my paper, before clear proof of error has been presented. 

“2. In the absence of clear proof of error it is also unfair and unjust to make such demands 
before the paper with its challenge of the Scripturalness of Synod’s position on Prayer-fellowship 
has even been submitted to Synod. 

“3. It is not in accord with Christian brotherly procedure to make such demands in the face 
of a fair and considerate Christian attitude on my part to ward Synod’s conscience. I have never 
asked either Synod or the Board to accept my position without further ado, but have asked only 
that it be studied by Synod in the light of the Scriptural evidence submitted, with a view to 
acceptance of that only which will be found by Synod to be Scriptural and Hound. My paper was 
laid before the Board with the words: “I shall be thankful for the pointing out of any actual error 
in the understanding and use of Scripture passages cited, or in deductions made. My prayer is 
not that my own views may prevail, but that we all may be led by His Spirit from 
knowledge to knowledge, and glorify God in our doctrine and life. 2 Pet. 3, 18.” (Paper, 
last paragraph of Introduction.) At the same time I have, through my promise of November 18, 
1931, and again through my proposals of November 5, 1932, declared my readiness to adopt the 
proper Christian procedure while the matter would lie before Synod. 
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"4. It is unbrotherly and unfair on the part of the Board of Foreign Missions to refuse to 
heed the unanimous recommendation of the Fiduciary Committee, to which both parties 
submitted their case in full confidence, and above all to do so for the alleged reason that 
negotiations would be unpromising, when, as a matter of fact, my attitude, as shown above, has 
always been considerate and fair toward Synod’s conscience. 

“I hold that a truly Christian and brotherly procedure in the present case will include the 
following: 

“a) Submittal of my paper to Synod for study, as a step required by the principle of Sola 
Scriptura. 

“b) Agreement, on my part, to abide by Synodical practice till Synod will have definitely 
declared itself on the matter submitted in the paper. 

“c) Dropping of the controversy between the Board of Foreign Missions and myself, as a 
necessary result of laying the paper before Synod. 

“d) Rescinding of the Board’s resolutions of October 12, 1932, as a step required by lack of 
clear evidence of unscriptural doctrine and practice, and also by fairness of procedure. 

“e) Christian and fair righting of the wrong done me by putting the resolutions of October 
12, 1932, into effect, and by informing the District Presidents of Synod of ineligibility for office 
on my part. 

In view of the above, I approach you with the fraternal request to use your good offices to 
lead the Board of Foreign Missions to do the fair and Christian thing. 

Praying that the Lord may guide and bless your efforts, I am, 

Very respectfully yours, 

A. BRUX. 

Racine, Wisconsin, January 18, 1934. 

The St. Louis Board declined to call a meeting of the Plenary Board, as had been 
requested, but arranged for a meeting with the St. Louis Board for the evening of January 30, 
1934. Rev. Karl Kretzschmar of Fort Smith, Arkansas, one of the members-at-large, was also 
present. 

Though the members of the Board were themselves not of one mind on Rom. 16, 17._ 18, 
the Board and its General Secretary nevertheless refused to do what Christian fairness and 
justice clearly demand in such a situation, viz. rescind the ouster-resolution of October 12, 1932, 
but, on the contrary, again made stipulations for retraction. 

The resolution, as written up by the secretary of the Board, Dr. Arndt, for the Minutes of 
the Board of Foreign Missions, and reported to Rev. Eseman, reads thus: 

“Resolved that we suggest to the visiting brethren, the Officials of the South Wisconsin 
District, that they continue their negotiations with Dr. Brux, secure his signature to the 
propositions on 2 Thess. 3, 6-11 presented by President Boerger, as well as bis retraction of the 
introduction of his paper and of all statements rejecting the position of Synod in the first part of 
his paper, and the retraction of the second part of his paper, and that we agree then no longer 
to say, ‘We cannot recommend him for a call,’ and will also agree to support any efforts made to 
secure official synodical study of the Scripture passages under consideration.” 

The wording of this resolution surprised each of the four Officials of the South Wisconsin 
District, inasmuch as the word “retraction”, which occurs twice in the above form of the 
resolution, was not once used, so far as they could recollect—and one of them had taken notes of 
the wording—when the motion had been made and adopted in their presence in the meeting of 
January 30. but the word "withdraw” in the sense of “hold in abeyance” was used. To say the 
least, this is very strange. 

The resolution, as it stands, charges me with “rejecting the position of Synod in the first 
part of the paper.” This charge is not true. I have nowhere in my paper rejected Synod’s 
position. What I have done is to challenge the correctness of Synod’s position, and to produce 
the evidence in support of the challenge, while declaring, at the same time: “I shall be thankful 
for the pointing out of any actual error in the understanding and use of Scripture passages 
cited, or in 
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deductions made. My prayer is not that my own views may prevail, but that we all may bo led 
by His Spirit from knowledge to knowledge and glorify God in our doctrine and life.” In all 
fairness, how can that be flatly termed a rejection of Synod’s position? The above declaration is 
made at the end of the introduction to my paper, which introduction the Board curiously 
demands that I retract. 

Furthermore, the Board has now shifted from its former attempt to declare me ineligible to 
the position that it “cannot now recommend him for a call." In fact, the Officials of the South 
Wisconsin District were told in the meeting on January 30 that the Board never undertook to 
declare me ineligible! This in view of what is clearly stated in writing in the letter of the Board 
dated December 8, 1932 (see p. 17). However, even the power to “recommend” or “not to mend” 
for a call in Synod has not been conferred on the Board by Synod, and like Synod’s officers, the 
Board of Foreign Missions “must assume only such rights as have been expressly conferred upon 
them by the Synod” (Constitution, Art. XI, Synodical Handbook, p. 6). The power to recommend 
or not to recommend for a call can naturally be exercised by that body only which has been given 
the power by Synod to declare eligible or ineligible, i. e. by the District Officials (Synodical 
Handbook, p. 27 E; also p. 9, par. 8). The two powers are related and go together; for, after all, 
every decision as to a person’s recommendability or non-recommendability for a call involves a 
decision as to his eligibility or uneligibility. After dismissing me from its service, the Board of 
Foreign Missions might, therefore, at the most, have applied to the Officials of the South 
Wisconsin District, of which I am a member, for a declaration of ineligibility or non- 
recommendability for a call in Synod. The Board, however, has reversed the procedure. It has 
arrogated to itself a power which Synod has conferred only on District Officials, and has then set 
about to tell the properly constituted authority, viz. the District Officials, on what conditions it 
will consider to commend me for a call! In other words, the Board of Foreign Missions has 
interpreted its power to call missionaries into its service and to dismiss them for just cause— 
which power has been duly conferred on the Board by Synod—as a power to declare eligible or 
ineligible, recommendable or non-recommendable, for “a ministerial office in our organization” (i. 
e. Synod), better yet, for “any ministerial office, pulpit or otherwise, in the Synodical Conference” 
(see letter of Dec. 8, 1932, given on p. 17). 

Finally, in declaring its readiness “to support any efforts made to secure official synodical 
study of the Scripture passages under consideration, the Board has again clearly admitted that 
there is doubt regarding the interpretation and application of the pertinent Bible passages (see 
also the Board’s declaration expressive of doubt as to the “full scope and application of some of 
those passages” in its “Second Statement”, referred to on p. 19). and has itself urged the need for 
restudying them:—Yet the Board staked its case against me on the disputed "interpretation and 
application of Rom. 1C, 17. 18 and has continued to act toward me as if there were no legitimate 
doubt whatever concerning the passage. That, I submit, is strange Christian procedure. Added to 
this, the Board now has laid down as a condition for co-operation in submitting the disputed 
Bible passages to Synod for study, a retraction of the Introduction and of Part II of my paper 
(though proof of error has not been produced), thus desiring to eliminate these and not to submit 
them to Synod for study, when, as a matter of fact, Part II also deals with Scripture passages 
and Scripture principles. One is involuntarily led to ask: Does the Board of Foreign Missions 
fear a frank and fair discussion of the Scriptural teaching on Prayer-fellowship? 

While I should be glad to have the Board’s co-operation in submitting my paper to Synod, 
as indicated to the Board long ago on pp. 2 and 3 of my “Reply” of April 6,1933, to the Board’s 
“Second Statement” of Mar. 27,1933 (where 1 pointed out that “the issue will now have to be 
fought out in a controversial way, instead of in an atmosphere of calm consideration such as 
would have resulted from a mutual submittal of the issue to Synod, as was proposed in my letter 
of Nov. 5, 1932”—see pp. 14, 22s), I find it impossible to agree to such unfair stipulations for 
retraction as arc made in the Board’s resolution of Jan. 30, 1931, and must, therefore, with deep 
regret, dispense with the Board’s co-operation. My reply to the Officials of the South Wisconsin 
District regarding the stipulations made by the Board of Foreign Missions follows: 
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Dear Brethren in Christ: 

“With regard to the stipulations made by the Board of Foreign Missions in its resolution of 
January 30, 1934,1 cannot but feel that these stipulations are unfair at the present stage of the 
discussion, because they demand retraction before clear proof of error has been given by the 
Board, or before the matter has even been laid before Synod, and that they are, therefore, 
unacceptable. 

“I have never asked the Board of Foreign Missions or Synod to adopt my views without 
further ado, but have requested only that they be studied. If clear proof of error shall have been 
given in regard to any point, I shall be glad to retract the error proved. That has always been my 
attitude. I submitted the paper to the Board of Foreign Missions with the words: “I shall be 
thankful for the pointing out of any actual error in the understanding and use of Scripture 
passages cited, or in deductions made. My prayer is not that my own views may prevail, but that 
we all may be led by His Spirit from knowledge to knowledge and glorify God in our doctrine and 
life. 2 Pet. 3, 18.” (Introd., last par.) 

Being convinced that the attitude described in the previous paragraph is such as is 
required of Christians in the circumstances of the present case, and that it is perfectly fair 
toward the Board of Foreign Missions and also toward Synod, I take the occasion to repeat the 
above quoted words as a statement of my present position. 

Very respectfully yours, 

A. BRUX. 

Racine, Wisconsin, February 18, 1931. 

Such is the history of the case. The considerable amount of detail presented was felt to be 
necessary for an adequate understanding of the issues involved. For a brief recapitulation of the 
main points I would ask the kind reader to turn back to pp. 4-6 and to read again the charges 
raised against the Board of Foreign Missions and its General Secretary, and also against the 
President of Synod, likewise the formal appeal to Synod on pp. 3 and 4. 

My appeal to Synod is an appeal to you as a member of Synod. The following 
questions, therefore, based on the facts of the preceding history of the case, concern 
you personally as a member of Synod, and as a brother I would kindly ask you to 
ponder them from that point of view: 

1. Will you permit your Board of Foreign Missions and its General Secretary to 
dismiss a missionary who, on Scriptural grounds, challenges the correctness of 
Synod’s position and submits sound Scriptural evidence in support of the challenge, 
before the challenge has been investigated by Synod, and in spite of the missionary’s 
willingness to abide by Synodical practice till the issue will have been decided by 
Synod? 

2. Will you permit your Board of Foreign Missions and its General Secretary 
thus to set aside and nullify a divine call without furnishing clear proof of 
unscriptural doctrine or faulty life? 

3. Accepting the principle that a person is innocent until he has been proved 
guilty, will you permit your Board of Foreign Missions and its General Secretary, as 
also your Synodical President, to treat a brother as guilty, when clear Scriptural 
proof of guilt has admittedly not been brought, and when a Fiduciary Committee has 
unanimously recommended a reopening of the case and so a re-establishing of the 
status quo ante? 

4. Will you permit your Board of Foreign Missions and its General Secretary, 
as also your Synodical President, to set aside for purely subjective reasons not 
grounded in the Scriptures or in fair procedure, but rather violating both, the 
unanimous verdict of a Fiduciary Committee which had been agreed to by both 
parties? 

5. Will you permit your Board of Foreign Missions and its General Secretary, 
as also your Synodical President, to overstep the bounds of their authority and 
exercise rights and powers conferred on District Officials only? 

6. Will you permit your Board of Foreign Missions and its General Secre- 
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tary to continue their unjust procedure, and to continue to make unfair stipulations 
for retraction in lieu of proof of error, and by such stipulations for retraction to 
attempt to keep from Synod a matter which vitally concerns Synod? 

7. Will you permit to become established .in Synod the principle espoused by 
the Board of Foreign Missions and its General Secretary: ‘We are not willing to admit 
that one has to read his essay in order to establish whether his doctrinal position is 
right or wrong? 

8. Will you permit to become established in Synod the principle that the 
“accepted Scriptural position of Synod”, i. e. the accepted interpretation and 
application of the Scriptures, is the supreme norm in Synod, and that any challenge of 
the accepted position on the basis of the Scriptures necessarily entails dismissal from 
office, unless recantation be made? 

9. Will you permit Synod’s resolution respecting a Synodical Committee 
(Proceedings, 1932, p. 167) to be used as sanction for introducing the practice of 
having a Synodical Committee judge matters of Scriptural doctrine and practice for, 
and in the name of, Synod, and of having the decisions of such a Synodical Committee 
regarded as unappealable? 

Errata 

p. 5, line 11 from top, ‘minutes’ should be ‘Minutes’ 
p. 5, line 5 from bottom, ‘re-opening‘ should bo 'reopening' 
p. 8, line 5 from bottom, ‘WHERAS’ should be ‘WHEREAS’ 
p. 9, line 31 from top, ‘reply given' should bo ‘reply had been given’ 
p. 11, line 18 from top, ‘myself should bo ‘himself 
p. 13, line 27 from bottom, ‘presenation’ should be ‘presentation’ 
p. 14, line 4 from top, ‘church' should bo ‘Church’ 
p. 23, line 15 from top, second ‘Church’ should be ‘church’ 
p. 24, line 18 from top should read: “The official copy of the report of the 
Confidential Committee came into my 
p. 28, lino 18 from bottom, ‘abscence' should read ‘absence’ 
p. 30, line 13 from top 'mend' should read ‘recommend’ 
p. 30, lino 21 from top, ‘uneligibility’ should read ‘ineligibility’ 
p. 30, line 7 from bottom after first ‘of should read ‘being considered’ 


‘Ye shall not respect persons in judgment; hut ye shall hear the small as uvll as the great; ye shall 
not he afraid of the face of man; for the judgment is God’s.’ (Deut. 1, 17.) 



